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Background and Description of the Mcuntain-Plains Program

The Mountain-Plains Career Educatior Program is operated by the
Mountain-Plains Education & Economic Dev e?@p ent Program, Inc., a non-
profit corporation chartered in Montana. The Program is located as a
tenant orc nization on Glasgow Air Force Base near Glasgow, Montana.
Mountain-Flains as a corporation serves the educational and cliosely
related socio-economic needs of residents from the essentially rural
regions of the states of Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South
Dakota and Wycming. The Mountain-Plains Program was originally designated
by the U.S. Office of Education to impliement the fam11y based residential

r education model and currently is operated Lnder funding from the

ﬂ

Hational Institute of Education.

o Development: to design, implement, and develop the Model.

o Research: to perform research and evaluation of the effects
of the Model.
s Products: to provide guides, methods and procedures, research

roanorte, cnst analyses, and nurvicola to permit replication of
the Model.

o People: to prov career education to a significant number
of the rural dis. intaged with the aim of improving their
quality of life.

The Mountain-Plains Program serves at any one time anproximately

200 families in residence at its site on Glasgow Air Force Base. Families
remain in residence at Glasgow Air Force Base for an average of eiaht to

nine months. Programs and services provided by Mountain-Plains in. .de



& A Lareer Development Program for ‘the head-of-hoisehold and
_ “optionally for the spouse, including Foundation Education
* - in math skills and communication skills, Dccupat1cna1 :
7 Preparat1on -and Work Experience. °

e Career Guidance, required for both éduits

] Fam11y and individual counseling for' head-of- househo1d
and spouse and, based on need, for older children.

s A Fam.1y Core Curriculum designed to provide both heada
of-household and spouse. with home -management, héalth,
consumer education, parenting, community Drgan1zat1on
and recreation sk111s : A

e Limited basic medical, dental, and Dpt1ca1 seryices
through contracted services. :

e Financial support of the fam11g wh1Te in the Program.

& Child deve1opment and care for preschno] age yaungs*ers

e Job p1aCﬂment ass15tance after exit from thé Program.

8 Sugport1ve follow-on services afterip]acement.

The Occupational Preparation Program stresses %a%feryof identified
essential competencies qu entry level.positions in tﬁe career areas of

Building Trades and Services; Mobility and Transportation; Tourism and._-

Marketing; and Office Education. There are-a total of approx%ﬁate?y
fifty individual careers within the clusters {dehtif{edfébgve for which
gccupational preparaticn is avai1ab1ér -

In each of its Fequ1red areas, the MDuntaTn Plains Program prov1des
individualized diagnostic and prescriptive. mechanisms for determ1n1ng
sequences of 1n5truct1an,for each student. Plans prepared for each
student recognize already existing skill levels as-noted by pretests.
Student progress is then monitored on a'cdﬂtinuinQEbaéis with formal
review every six weeks or, based on Heed at interim pD1nt5 Completion
of the Mountain- P1a1ns Program is def1ned as va11dat1an in all required
program areas by both adults, 1nc1ud1ng the reqUTrement for validation in :-
an occupational skill for the head-of-household. Validation is 'based
upon the achievement of competency or perfgrmancélabjectiVES‘as determined . .
by posttests. E ‘ :

The target population of the Mountain-Plains Program includes
" residents of the essentially rural areas within the six States which the
Program serves. Families of two or more members with at jeast one adult

13



are eligible. Selection of student families is accomplished through the
application of a number of selection criteria. These criteria are
fuﬁdamgntai1y exclusive rather than inclusive. They:reflect the requirement
that Eﬁe family be unemployed or underemployed with no present marketable
skills, and that its members possess certain personal characteristics |
(among the most important being age, education and ability to work) which
will enable them to negotiate, and benefit from, all aspects of the

Program.

Mountain-Plains student families are recruited through six field
offices, located in the capital cities of the six States the Program
serves. Staff in these offices are chérged with recruitment, placement
“and f@TiQw—@ﬁ SUD?DPt§~5§E=CEﬁtEF data collection, and liaison with state
and 1@ca] agencies. In réc%uiting; staff draw upon a variety of sources
for referrals such as state and private agencies, civic and church groups ,
Indian groups, and listings éF families who have received ecénomic or
social rehabilitation services in the past. In addition, families may
themselves apply for admission to the program through the State offices.

The reciuitment and screening process yields a pool of families
that have expéessed a desire to enter the program and are defined as
eligible for participaiton in the MogntainaPTains Program. As an
{mportant aspect of the research design for assessing program impéctgg
approximately one-sixth of the pool of families eligible for participation
in the Program is assigned to a comparison group. Members of the
comparison group do not enter the Program and their experiences provide
a baseline against which the experiences of the families who enter the
Program may be comdared.

Participant families arrive weekly at the Center on Glasgow Air
Force Base and exit when they achieve validation in their program.1 “he
Mountain-Plains Program is able to accomplish this weekly open entry/open
exit approach through individualized curricula. Family and student
Thot a1l families who enter the program (participants) complete
their program. This gives rise to two subgroups of participants --

"completers," who achjeve certification and complete their programs, and
"resignees," who leave before they complete their program.

14




parti;ipatigh, and eventual program completion, occurs in accord with
individual plans for student families based on their present status,
assessed needs, and goals. The curricula developed by Mountain-Plains are

entirely individualized, allowing each student in an instructional area . .

to be at a different point in his or her program.

Each head-of-household is expected to participate a minimum of 35
hours per week in the formal program. Spouses must participate at least
30 hours per week until such time as a minimum program required of both
aduTté, the Family Core Curriculum, is completed. Both must also complete
Counseling, requiring from eight to twenty-two weekly group and individual
sessions. Study in one of the occupational preparat sn areas, plus
supporting basic or foundation education, is required for the head-of-
household and is optional for the spouse.

Tﬁ;\fiwst week on-Center at Glasgow Air Force Base is devoted to
an orientation of the new student familjes. After orientation, 11 adult
students enter the phase of the program entitled "Family Core Curriculum.’
The Tength of time each student spends in this phase of the program varies -
with the individual; the average period is about four weeks.

During this phase the student participates in Health Education,
Home Management, Consumer Education, Parent Involvement and Career ,
Guidance programs as well as initiating Counseling. . Career Guidance hé1ps
both adults to become aware of and to ecxplore the universe of career
opportunities as well as their own aptitudes énd interests before beginning
a specific program. By the end of the Family Core Curriculum, an
individual career development plan based upon measured needs and personal
goals has been developed for eacﬁ head-of-household and interested spouse.
“he individual then undertakes Occupational Preparafi@n and, where
required, Foundation Education as well as continuing C@Uﬂseiiné.
Foundation Education consists of Math Skilis and Communication Skills,
including reading, ‘grammar, spelling and punctuation. The levels of
Foundation Education required are determined by the career choice the
student makes. At the end of his or her program, the student must

complete Work Experience with an actual employer.



Placement procedures are initiated three months prior to the
“predicted completion date of a student family. At this time a notification

is forwarded to the state(s) indicated by the student as choice of
residence. State staff rely upon student information, employer contacts,
state employment agencies, and knowledge of state conditions to identify
the areas of job 1ikelihood for a particular head-of-household and spouse,
should the spouse also desire employment. o

Contact between State and Center continues through the last three
months a family is in the Program. At the time of program completion, '
and if openings in the requested geographic area have been identified,
the compieting student(s) may travel from Glasgow Air Force Base to the
area for interviews. Resumes, recommendations, and final transcripts are
made available to potential employers at this time. If suitable
employment should be temporarily unavailable, the family moves to the city
or geographic area of ‘their choice, -where placement efforts continue.

Mountain-Plains has. the responsibility for support and follow-on
services condiucted by the state office personnel on at least a quarterly
basis. These follow-on services are intended to resolve problems that
may arise in the adjustment of the student family to iis new community

and new employment situation.

1.2 The Context of this Report: An Overview of the Abt Associates Inc.
Evaluation of the Mountain-Plains Program

In July 1974 Abt Associates Inc. was commissioned by the National
Institute of Education to conduct an evaluation of the Mountain-Plains
Program. Abt Associates' evaluation of the Mountain-Plains Program
consists of three discrete but highly interrelated studies: (1) the
Follow-Up Study; (2) The Survey of Similev Programs, and (3) The National

Neads Assessment.




1) The Follow-Up Study?

The Follow-Up Study will directly assess the success of Mountain-
Plains in the fourth major goal area of the Program mentioned earlier --
program impact in terms of enhancing the "quality of life" of participants.
This is the primary area of research, testing the most basic hypotheses
about the effectiveness of the Program, A

7o accomplish this assessment of Mountain-Plains' effectiveness,
information will be gathered fﬁém participant and comparisori ‘group
families at' several points in time: prior to exposure to the Program;
at exit from the Program; and at six-mopth intervals after exit from the
Program (up to 24 months pDSt=exit)i Comparisons between participant
and control group families will indicate; in terms of multiple outcome
indicatcrs, whether there are significant differences between the two
groﬁps that can be attributed to participaticn in the Mountain-Plains |
Program. - ‘ f;

An important aspect of the investigation of Program effectiveness
will be analyses of differences in cutcomes among various categories of
participants. If some groups of participants (e.qg., those w%th different
education levels, background characteristics, etc.) experience stronger
impacts than others, the Follow-Up Study will be concerned with determining
" which groups benefi*ted most, and estimating the amount of differences
among groups. The degree of program impact, if any, upon resignees will
also be investigated.

An examination will also be made of the interrelations among the
various aspects of quality of life and the total impact of the Mountain-
Plains Program on the over-all well-being of the families and individuals
who participate in the Program. The investigation of the over-all effects
of the Program and the interreldtionships among these effects (various
domains of quality of life) is éxtveme1yvimportant since the Mountain-

ESee, Studyipian!for the Follow-Up Study: Evaluation of the

Mountain-Plains Education & Economic Development Program, Inc. (Report No.
RAT-74-T30) and Analysis Plan for the Follow-Up Study: Evaluation of the
Mountain-Plains Education & Economic Development Program, Inc. (Report No.
AAL-75-20), June 2, 1975. Requests should be directed to Richard L. Bale,
Project Director, Abt Associates Inc., 55 Wheeler Street, Cambridge, Mass.
02138. a 7
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Plains career education model is designed to deal with multiple problems
in.a comprehensive -fashion. In general, the Follow-Up Study will ask:
Does the Mountain-Plains Program work? For whom does it work? Do effects
survive over time? Are program effects interrela*ed, and if s., how?

2) The Survey of Sﬂﬁjgg;?rograms?

The Survey of Sim ar Programs will provide comparative and
descriptive 1nFDrmat1an on the nature, cost and success (in térnf of
increased income for part1c1pant5) of Faur other comprehens1ve, family-
orienfed,'residentia1 programs similar to Mountain-Plains that have been
implemented elsewhere in the country. Some major questions to be
. addressed are: Whétnis the nature of the programs? How are they similar
to and how do they differ from Mountain-Plains? What target groups do
they serva? What economic impacts do they achieve? What are the costs
of other programs using the residential, comprehensive family rehabilitation
concept?: f :

The primary purpose of the Survey of Similar Programs is to
Srovide a broad narrative context within which to view the research

findings concerning the Mountain-Plains Program.-

3) The National Needs Assessment

An important and often overlooked task in the evaluation of social
programs is to détermine, on a . ation-wide and/or regional basis: (a) the
size and characteristics of the potential client populations; and (b) the
extent to which the existing target population potentially could benefit
from the services provided by similar programs. The purpose of this
report is to address point (a) above: t

To portray in terms of size and character1st1cs,
on a national and regional basis, the potential
client population for family-based residential
career education prbgrams similar in concept to
Montain-Plains.

3See, Study Plan for the Survey of S1m11ar Programs: Evaluation
of the Mountain-Plains Education & Economic Development Progam, Inc.

(Report No. AAI-74-132). Requests for this document should be directed to
Richard L. Bale, Project Director, Abt Associates Inc., 55 Wheeler Street,

Cambridge, Mass. 02138.
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The second aspect of the National Needs Assessment -- the extent
participation in comparable career education programs -=- depends upon an
extrapolation of the effects of the Mountain-Plains Program on participants
with various profiles of characteristics to families with similar
characteristics in the potential client population. This task.requires
complete data on the effects of the Mountain-Plains Program from the
?@I]Dw7Up Study and will be addressed in the Abt Associates Final Report
on its evaluation of the Mountain-Plains Program.
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' % * NOTE TO THE READER * *

While reading the pbrtrayaT of the
potential client population presented in the
remainder of this report, the reader should
keep in mind that the data presented were
derived from the state-based 1/100 Public
Use Sanple of Basic Records from the 1970
Céﬂ?ﬂ%é% This has two primary implications:

e The data presented are estimates of the
population and, as such, are subject to
sampling error.

¢ The data were current at the time the
1970 Census was conducted.  Given the
state of the economy in the nation

« cver the past two or three years, the
portrayal presented below probably !
understates the size and conditions
of the potential client population
to a considerable degree..

*ror a description and technical documentation of thé State-based
Public Use Sample see, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Public Use Samples of Basic

Records from the 1970 Census: Description and Technical Documentation,

Washington, D.C., 1972. This publication will be referred to as Documentation
throughout this report. 20 . .




CHAPTER TWO
DEFINING THE ELIGIBLE POPULATION

In counting the number of families in the nation and its various
regions who would be eligible for participation in a family-based

residential career education progrém such as Mountain-Plains we employ

the same criteria applied by Mountain-Plains to determine e1igib%]ity for
entrance into the. program. The policy implications of using the same
eligibility criteria employed by Mountain-Plains are quite straight-
forward. We assume that the .eligibility criteria applied by Mountain-
Plains have been developed to help identify those families who reasonably

"can be expected to dériva significant benefits from participation in the

program. Should thé application to the national population of the Mountain-
Plains e11g1b1]1ty Cr1ter1a be so restrictive that‘an]y a small number of 7
families could be expected to benefit from participation in such a program,
there would be little reason to consider replicating the Mountain-Plains
model elsewhere in the nation. '

“The 1970 QEﬂst provides a data base sufficient in scope to allow
us to identify, count and describe the families in the United States who
meet the primary eiigibiiity criteria applied by Mountain-Plains. To
accomplish this quantification and characterization of the‘ETigiBTE
population we hav: used the State Pub]ié Use Sample of Basic Records from

the 1970 Census,” which provides a 1/100 sample of households in the
United States. . .

defining ihe e]1g1b111ty criteria app]1ed by Mgunta1n=PTa1ns because the
Census data categories and the Mountain-Plains eligibility criteria do

not always correspond precisely. These differences, and the compromises
they necessitated, are discussed as they ar1$e in the course of defining

- key concepts in the following sections.

E V ) = =
“See Documentation.
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2.1 Defining the Patent1a11y Eligible Population: Applying;fﬁﬁgg
Basic Criteria

The three basic eligibility criteria applied by Mountain-Plains
are drawn from the mandate of the program -- that is shall address the
needs of rural poor families. At a minimum, then, to be eligible means
being (1) a family; (2) poor; and (3) resident in a rural area. The
definition of these terms is not universally agreed upon. Before
proceeding, therefore, we turn to the definitions of these terms as they

are used in this report.

2.1.1 The Definition of Family

The Census defines a fami?ya as two or more persons living in the
same houséhDTd who are related by blood, marriage, or adoption. This
also means that all persons related to each other and living in the same
household are regarded as one Fam%lyi A family is considered to be a
"primary" family if the head of the family is also the head of the
household. = The primary family (which is the definition of family used
in this report) may contain a subfamily -- for example, the son and
daughter-in-law of the primary family head.

While it does not c@rréspaﬂd perfectly to the "nuclear" family
consisting of two spouses and their children who typically enter the
Mountain-Plains Program, this definition of a "family" is the best
approximation available from the Census data. If there is a bias
introduced into the es{imates of the number of e1igib1e families because

estimates are low rather than h1gh)i The conservatism s due to the

fact that in the Census data any given primary family may contain one or
more subfamilies, wha in themselves could be eligible. Members of sub-
families are, however, included in the total number of individuals defined

as eligible.
The 1970 Census indicates that there were 51,168,599 primary
families in the United States at the time of the 1970 Census.

SSee Documentation, Concept 81, page 149.
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2.1.2 The Definition of Poverty

Poverty is an elusive concept. It has a tendency to be relative,
varying among observers and in different contexts. It is also difficult
to measure objectively, because, although incomes might be squal among
families, essential expenditures may vary widely for multiple reasons
(family size, debt or other obligations, unusual medical or other
expenditures, etc.). Despite these difficulties, attempts have been made
to develop objective indicators of poverty. The most widely-used criterion
of poverty was developed by M. Orshansky of the Social Security Administra-
tion and was adopted by a Federal inter-agency coordinating committee in
1969 as a consistent yardstick for determining eligibility for a number of
Federal anti-poverty programs. The poverty index, as described in Census
documentation:

. .takes into account such factors as family size,
number of children, and farm versus nonfarm residence,
as well as the amount of money income. The poverty
level is based on an ‘'economy' food plan designed
by the Department of Agriculture for 'emergency or
temporary use when funds are Tow.' The definition
assumes that a family is classified as poor if its -
total money income amounts to less than approximately
three times the cost of the ‘'economy' food plan.

These cutoff levels are updated every year to
reflect changes in the Consumer Price Index./

Census variables indicate whether a family's income is above or
below the poverty cutoff level and how much above or below (expressed as,
for example, between 1.0 and 1.25 times the poverty level). Table
2.1.2-1 on the following page presents the criteria used by Census in
determining poverty status for the 1970 Census data.

The Mountain-Plains Program does not use a specific income
criterion for eligibility. Its comprehensive services are designed to

7Docgmgntation{ page 156, Concept 105. See also M. Orshansky,
"Counting the Poor: Another Look at the Poverty Profile," Social

Security Bulletin, Vol. 28, January 1965; “Who's Who Among the Poor:

Another Look at the Poverty Profile," Social Security Bulletin, Vol. 28.
1965; "Recounting the Poor: A Five Year Review,” Social Security
Bulletin, April, 1966.
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POVERTY CUTOFFS: Criteria Used in Determining Poverty Status for 1970 Census.

Tabie 2.1,2.18

Income Figures are for 1969,

Number of Reiated Children Under 18 Years Oid
Family Size None 1 2 3 4 5 5 or more
Maie F{!a,d L Nontarm L _ _ 77777 .
i. Under 65 years ol 51,975 - - - - - - -
65 vears old and cver 1,774 - - - - = -
2. Under 65 ygars old 2,469 52,766 - - -
65 years old and aver 2,218 2,766 - ~ — - -
3 : 2,875 2,963 £3,137 - - = =
4 3,720 3.847 3,715 £3,802
5 4,574 4,630 4 481 4,368 - =
6 5,247 5,265 5,153 5.041 54,967 =
7 6r more 6.609 6,665 6.5 6427 6,049 55,994
o Malg Head T 7  Fam - -
1. Under 65 years old 51,679 - o - = - =
65 years old and over 1,503 - - - - — -
2. Under 65 years old 2.099 52,351 - - = - -
65 vyears old and over 1,834 2,3, - — - -
3 - 2,444 2,523 $2,668 = - -
4 3,222 3,270 3,158 53,117 = - -
5 3.888 3,936 3,809 3,712 £3,793 - -
[ 4,460 4,475 4,380 4,285 4,157 54,222 =
7 or more 5618 5,665 5,555 5,459 5,333 5,142 85,095
o Farﬁak Hgsdr . B Nanfarm o B B _ B
1. Under 65 years oid 51,826 = - 1T = - - |1 =
65 years ald and cver 1,752 - - - -
2. Under 65 vears old 2,232 2,491 - - - = -
£8 years old and cver 2,190 2,431 - - - - -
2,781 2,651 £2,931 - - - -
- 3,641 3,771 3.753 3,715 - - -
5 4,368 4,500 4,481 4,444 54,294 - -
6 5,096 5,191 5.153 5118 4,848 54,788 -
7 or more 6,403 6,497 5,478 6,422 6,255 6,124 £5,825
Femsle Head ) Farm o - -
1. Under 65 years old §1.662 - T = - - = -
* 65 years old and over 1.489 - - - - - -
2. Under 65 years old 1,940 $2,117 - - - - -
65 yeary old and over 1,862 2,117 - - - - -
3 2,364 2,253 £2,491 - - - -
4 3,095 3,205 3,180 23,158 - - -
5 3,712 3,825 3,808 3,777 £3,650 - -~
5 4,332 4,412 4,380 4,348 4,206 $4,078° -
7 or more 5443 5,522 5,508 5,459 5,317 5,205 $4,951

# Reproduced fram Documentarion, page 122,

r
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Tablg 2,1.2-28

Income Thresholds at the Low-lncome Level in 1973 by Sex of Head,
Size of Family, and Number of Related Children Under 18 Years Old,
by Farm:Nanfarm Residence

i Mumber of Related Children Under 18 Years Old
Size of Family Unit ! None 1 2 3 4 J 5 & or more
— HMals Head ’7 N I ~ Nenfarm - o
1 Persan (unrelated div.): T — T i -
Under 85 years $2,396 - » - - - 5 - -
- B5 years and over 2,153 - - - - i - -
2 Parsans: : ! i
Hedd under 65 years 2996 $3386 - -~ ! - -
Head 85 years and aver 2,690 3,286 ‘ - ! - . - -
3 Persons. 3,488 3601 ' 53,806 - - f - -
4 Persons 4,598 ige6 . 4,508 54,733 - -
5 Persons 5,549 5616 | 5436 5,299 35,413 - -
6 Persons , B.265 5,386 ‘ 6,251 6,115 5,934 ¢ 56,025 =
7 or more persons " 8,018 8,085 I 7,928 7.790 P 7,610 L7337 57,270
Femals Head !' ; | I! :
1 Person [unrelated indiv.): ‘ ! ; | |
Under 65 years 2,217 ‘{ - ’ - ! - E - - -
65 years and aver 2,125 - ; = - , - —
2 Persons: ! |
Head under 65 years 2768 | s3022 | - - - -
Head 65 years and aver 2,656 ] 3,022 - = - -
3 Persons I 3,375 3,215 © §3,556 - -
4 Persons | 4415 4574 | 4,553 54,505 - - -
5 Persons 5,299 5,459 . 5,438 5,391 55,209 - -
B Persans 6,183 6,296 8,251 6,205 6,002 55,819 - .
7 or more persons 7,767 7.881 7,858 7,790 7,587 7.429 §7.066
v Mala Head Farm
1 Person (unrelated indiv.): — - - B - -
Uncler. 85 years 52.036 = - - =
65 years and over 1,830 - - - - -
2 Persons:
Head under 85 years 2,516 52,852 - - = -
Head 65 years and over 2,288 2,852 - = -~ - -
3 Persons 2,965 3,081 53,235 - - = -
4 Persons 3,909 3,967 3,829 54,023 l - - =
5 Persons 4,717 4,774 4,620 4,504 | S4,601 - -
& Persons 5,410 5128 5314 5,198 5,044 55121 -
7 or mc -2 persons 6,815 | 6,873 . 6,738 6,622 5,469 5,227 £6,180
Fermale Head  ° E « ! X
1 Person (unrelated indiv.): ; i ! :
Qﬂdef &5 yaars 51,884 ' ! - ~ - | - ' - -
65 years and over 1,806 ! = | - - - - -
2 Perzons: f |
Head under 85 years ‘ 2,353 | 52,569 ]- - - -
Head 65 years and over 1 2,258 ; 2,569 i - = - - =
3 Persons l 2868 | 2733 . 33.023 - - - -
4 Persons 3754 | 3887 | 3870 53.829 i - - -
5 Persons 4,504 ; 4,640 i 4,520 4,582 54,428 -
6 Persons 5,256 ‘ 5.3562 i 5314 5,275 5,102 54,947 -
7 or more persons 6,601 5 6,700 5 6,680 6,622 6,449 6,314 56,0086

RIC

*Reproguced fram U § Bureau af tne Census, Current Paputation Reparts. Consumer Incame, Characteristics of the Low fncome Poguiation, P 80,

HMp. 98 p. 161, Maren 1974,
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meet the ﬁgedé of "multi-problem” families demonstrating various types

of “ma1adéﬁtive behavior." Indicators include unemployment, Tow family
iﬁCQmE; w self-concept, poor internal family relations and other factors.g
Mountain-Plains admits to the program applicant families with incomes up

“to approximately 1.5 times the poverty level. For the purposes of this
report, we will use the Census data to identify families with incomes up
to this level (1.49 times the poverty cutoff) as one of the criteria for
eligibility for a Mountain-Plains type of career education program.

2.1.3 The Definition of "Rurality"

A pért of the rationale for the Mountain-Plains residential
approach to career education is that families living outside major urban
areas lack access to the array of services (including career education)
needed to enable them to break the poverty cycle. The Meountain-Plains
model is based on the premise that a residential, family-based program

can best meet the needs of such rural families by providing an integrated,
zomprehensivé}arrayﬁgf;seryices,in a-single setting.

The’six—Stg%é'érea served by Mountain-Plains is, for the most
part, an agrarian region. Even though there are a number of large
communities in these states, the character of all but a few 1is rural-
oriented. Mountain-Plains does not accept applicants from Lincoln and
Omaha, Nebraska, the two largest Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(SMSAs ) in‘the regiong Mountain-Plains does, however, recruit from
other parts of the region, including some smaller SMSAs such as Boise,
Idaho; Great Falls and Bi11iﬂg§ Montana; Fargo, North Dakota; and Sioux
Falls, South Dakota. Mountain-Plains identifies areas as "rural" on the
basis of "general regional characteristics, prevailing occupational !
patterns, and economic intefdepEndence between the hinterland and

o , 9
population centers."”

BLetter from David Coyle, Director of Research Services, Mountain-
Plains Education & Economic Development Program, Inc., to Richard Bale, Abt
Associates Inc., January, 1975.

A discussion of other eligibility criteria and our attempt to define

a relevant target population using Census variables is presented in a later
section of this report.

- : 9 etter from D. Coyle, January 9, 1975.
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v e This
T IR T - rural

rolies omnd many com. U tizs which are included in lMountain-Plains

of rural

]
L

AR OF Wi haye - muech broader
o concept. 1n this report
Places defined by the Census as rural (which include places
o7 2,500 or less that are located within urbam areas ) plus
etr e

<) Some Standard hetrapa|1tan Statistical Areas (SMSAS) on the
lower end of the SMSA size continuum. 11

2.1.4 The Humber of "Potentially" Eligible Families

Figure 2.1.4-1 on the following page portrays the "potentially"
itviuie population of families in the United States, There was a total
families in the nation in 1970. O0Of these, 10,090,658

T £
i

1
- h

o

amilies had incomes below 1.5 times the poverty cut

Tnat oie, 1007 of the families in the nation were eligiblc for
Cicdpation by wirtue of their poverty status. DTS gjrd1nq poverty

& ]

Shove weee 20,296,150 --  or 39.70 of the total number of

Bocumentation, page 134, Concept 16.

i~ this report the 5M5As in the states of Maine, Mantana Nevada.
Mew Hampshire, Idaho, North Dakota, South Dakota and Utah were included in
Aur definiticrn of rural place of residence. Restrictions applied on the
Public Use Census Tapes to insure confidentiality prevent the SMSA/non-SMSA
distinclion for these states. Sincemost of the SMSAs found in these eight
states are on the Tow end of the SMSA size continuum, the decision was

made jointiy by AAI and NIF to define these areas as "rural” for the
purpeses of this report. See Documentation, variable H10, page 54.
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THE =18 HEZ UNITED STATES 1 1370 5,285,700 Familiss
FAMILIES ELIGIEL!
FAMILIES ELIGIBLE 8Y FAMILIES ELIGIBLE 8Y PHYSICAL ABIT -
AGE OF FAMILY HEAD EDUCATION OF FAMILY HEAD FAMILY HEAD

THE TOTAL . IBLE CLIENT POPULATION" OF FAMILIES IN 1970:

Those of the ""Potentially” Eligible Population that are Eligible by Age and
Education and Physical Ability of Family Head

| 2,263,500
‘ (42.8%)

Figure 2.2.1-1

The Number and Percent of the Potentially Eligible Population of Families that are Eligible
by Age of Family Head, Education of Family Head, Physical Ability of Family Head to Work,
and the Total Eligible Ciient Population of the Families: The Population of Families tia* is
.Eligible byAge, Education and Physical Ability to Work of Family Head Combined,

ERIC "

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



education and physical ability criteria separately, and when all three

criteria were applied simultaneously: the eligible client population of

families.

Of the "potentially" eligible families in the nation we found that
2,660,100 (or 50.3%) of family heads were eligible when the age criterion
alone was considered. On the education criterion alone 4,215,500 (or 79.7%)
were eligible, and 4,879,624 (or 92,32)]3 were eligible when-only the
physical ability to work criterion was applied.

“nen the age, educacion and physical abiiity to work criteria wers

i

"potentially" eligible population,

Figure 2.2.1-1 shcws that:
2 2,263,500 families met all criteria used to identify
the eligible population of ¢ ilies.
o The eligible population included 10,955,340 individuals.

o The eligible population constituted 42.8% of the
"potentially" eligible population of families.

o The eligible population constituted 4.4% of the total number
of families and 5.4% of the total population in 1970.
This is not an insignificant segment of our national population from
either a humanitarian or an economic point of view.

To put the eligible target population in a slightly different
perspective, there were 51.2 million families in the United States. Of
these, 5.3 million had income below one-and-one-half times the poverty
level and lived in the geographical areas we have adopted to define rural
places of residence. This group of 5.3 million families was narrowed to
2.3 million by age, education and physical eli~ibility criteria together.
The age criterion alone would eliminate 50%, .ne education criterion alone
would eliminate 20% and a health problem preventing work would screen
out 8%. ATl criteria applied simultaneously still left a large client
education program such as Mountain-Plains: some 2.3 million families

accounting for nearly 11 million persons.

ff]SThe number and percent of family heads ineligible on the physical
ability to work criterion is partially confounded with the age criterion,
since persons over age 65 are assigned a "not applicable" code. See ‘
Documentation, variable P83, page 80, and Concept 93, page 152.
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ON A NATIONAL BASIS

I+ order to arrive at a national estimate of the size o7 the
client population for which a family-based residential career education
program suvch as Mountain-Plains would be relevant we applied, in the
preceding chapter, various Timiting eligibility criteria to the national
population. This procedure resulted in the identification of a group of
approximately 2,263,500 families that constituted the client populaticn

zligible Tor programs similar to Mountain-Plains. We now turn our
attention to a detailed description of this target group.

e will proceed by creating four distinct family profiles based
on a cross-classification of two very basic characteristics: a) thé
family's poverty status; and b) whether both spouses, or only one parent
is present in the family. We will then go on tc describe the families in
each profile, and all eligible families as a group, in terms of:

& Basic demographic characteristics,

@ Housing conditions and costs,

o Employment characteristics of family heads, and

o Incomecharacteristics.

Where comparable data are available, we shall also present data
for all families in the United States so the reader will have a baseline
against which to compare the characteristics of the client populatjon
eligible for participation in career education programs similar to '

Mountain=Plains.

3.1 Four Basic Family Profiles

We have selected family poverty status and family strugture
as the bases for creating four basic family profiles because both-

33
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charactaristics indicate underlving family situations : levant to the

concept of family-based residential career education for disadvantaged
families. Poverty status not only is associated with other social charac-

teristics, but, broken into the two categories presznted bP]Dd it

—V’h

provides the reader with a basis for determining wnether the eligibility

criteria should be at the official poverty level or scmewhat higher.,

Family structure classified on the basis of the presence of both spouses

or oniy one parent is important because of the different needs imoplied

by the two structures, both for the families themselves and in terms of

=

.w

rvices that proarams might need to provide.

[%a1
HEU

different tvpes of s
Table 3.1-1 on the following page shows that 1,071,300 of the
eligible families in the nation were below the official poverty level
in 1970. We refer to these families as "poor" and they accounted for
approximately 47% of all eligible families. In addition. there were
approximately 1,192,200 families (53 . of the eligible population)
between 1.00 and 1.49 ‘times the noverty level. These families are

referred to as "near-pocr."

In terms of family structure 1,734,000, or approximateiy 77% of
the e1igf51e families, had both the husband and wife present, . .ile
there were 529,500 single-parent families. Among single-parent families
472,400 were single female heads of families and only 57,100 single-parent
families were headed by males. Single-parent families were predominantly
headed by women with children to support.

By cross-classifying the two levels of family poverty status with
two-spouse/single-parent family structure we arrived at the four basic
family profiles used in the detailed description of the characteristics
of the eligible population that foilows. Table 3.1-2 below describes

“he profiles that result from the cross-classification and the number
and percent of families in each pr@f11e. The family profiles are:

(1) Poor, with family head and spouse both present

(705,600 families); ,
(2) Poor, with single-parent family (365,700 families);
3

3) Near-poor, with family head and spouse both
present (1,028,400 families); and

(4) Near-poor, with single-parent family (163,800 families).
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ELIGIBLE
FAMILIES

100.0%
1071 200 37.2%
1152 200 32.77s
10375
EAMILY TYPE
3) Husband & Wits Presant
n) Sinale ! o33
106"
(it Singla Famale res 172 4050 20
(11} Single Male Head 57 100 ! 25

Table 3.1-2
Nurmber and Percent of the Total Eligibla CU ot Population of
Families in 1970 in Each of 4 Profilas of Charactaristics
as Defined by Selected Categories of Poverty Status.and Family Type

PERCENT OF TOTAL

PROFILE FAMILY PROFILE NUMBER OF FAMILIES | ELIGIBLE CLIENT
= DESCRIPTION 1N PROFILE POPULATICON
i Poor?, with Family Head and
Spouse both Presant 708 600 31.2%
2 Poor, with Single-Parent Family 365 700 16.2%
3 Near-Poor? with Family Head
and Spouse bath Present 1028 400 45.4%
4 Mear-Poor, with Single Parent
Family 163 800 7.2%

3 Paar” means the family's Poverty |adex = 0.00 - 0.99.

B Near-Poor” means the tamily's Poverty Index = 1.00- 1.49.

O
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Mote that there were over twice 23 wany sinagle-pr-ent families

below the poverty

poverty Tine. HNote

I
“h
m

-With th’= brief overview of the four basic fami]y prc'ﬁ1;5 in

mind, we now tur: ¢0 2 more detailed characte

families in general and each of the four pro
3.2 A MNote on Reading Tables 3.3-1 Through 3.6-1

Tables 2.3-1 through 3.6-1 oresent various sets of characteristics
on a national basis, for each of the Tour family profiles .escribed above,

for all eligible families, and for the total popuiati.sa of families in
I

le
the nation. t is important to note the direction in which the various

cablies sum to 1005, 5Since i€ is our intention to

ﬂ]
i

sections of these
provide a separate description of each of the four family profiles, all
eligible families, and the total population of families in the nation, the
categories »f each separate characteristic in the tables sum to 1007
within eac . column of the tables (there are six columns in each table

cne for each of the four family profiles, one for all eligible families,
ind one for the total national population of families). For example,

one of the characteristics in Table 3.3-1 is "Race of Family Head," which
has four categories: white, black, American Indian, and "other." MWithin
the family profile column headed "Poor, Head and Spouse Present," these
four racial categories sum to 100% of the 705,600 families in the first
family profile. The same is true for each of the five other columns in

Em

the table. Thus by comparing the percentages within a column one can
see how the categories of a characteristic are distributed within a
profile. By comparing percentages within the same row across columns one
can see how ine four profiles, all eligible families, and the total
national population of families differ in terms of their composition on
the categories of the characteristic.

With the Qrganizaticn of the tables in mind, we now turn to a

detailed characterization o’ the eligible families in the nation.

30
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poor,
(by 1
AI. !l

ES

representation. Within the
e

single-parent family profile blacks were very heavily ov
7.4%) while whites were under-reprecented to a similar degree.

can Indians and other races were fairily evenly represented across

the four family profiles.

Spani

wWas a

Tapie
four

o

oi tamilies wno were of
T10n

sh descent we found that r tation in the eligible populati

: epresen
bout the same as in the tota @apu?ag1en in the nation. This
fa

airly evenly across the four family profile

3.3.

bt
[

Age of Familv iead

An inspection of the age distributions for head% of families in

-1 showed 1ittle in the way of differsnces within or across the

Nl

[N

family profiles and the total eligible populaticn. The percentages

of families in each of the age groups were quite similar, with the

exception that the heads of near-poor single parent families tended to be

more

heavily represented in the over-40 age groupings.
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2 %)

20 - 04 342 700 372371759
RS {(15.1%4) {10.6%)

c) 2529 177 800 378 000 5293 681
(17.3%) t ) (16.7%:) {17.3%)

130 34 131 208 10 27 000 447 100 § 165 689
(g (20.2%) {16.5%) (19.5%) {16.9%)

#) 35 .39 125 191 8 37 900 418 300 5225126
{17. (20.1%) {18.5%) {17.1%)

a0 as 108 6 32200 157 5661519
(15, {20.3%) {18.5%)

g) 45 - 49 89 600 111 800 30 900 5594 035
' (10.9%) (18.9%) {18.6%)

4. Education of Family Head
a1 6-8 175 200 65 400 194 300 25400 460 300 13644 3207 P

(24.8%) {17.9%) {16.9%} {15.5%) {20.3%} (26,7%)

B9 11 123 500 76 400 180 700 33 500 414 100 9943 865
(17.5%) {20.9%) {17.6%) {20.5%) (18.3%) (19.4%)

2 12 303 500 190 500 521 600~ 87 000 1102 800 15 233 381
{43.0%) (52.1%]} (50.7%) 31% 148.7%) (29.8%)

d) Mare than 12 103 400 33400 131 80O 17 900 286 500 12 347 033
(14.7%) {2.1%) (12.8%) {10.9%) (12.7%) (24.1%)

5 Sex of Faruly Head (number

and percent a profile):
a) Maje 705 600 27 800 1028400 29 300 45629 526¢
(100", (7.6%) {100%) {17.9%) {89.1%)
tiy Femate -0- 337 900 - 134 500 5 533 073
-0- (92 4%] -0 (82.1%) (10.8%)
6. DT:'!E"S Eal’ﬁily Headd Hat oy
Disahility Limjting Wark? )
Al Yes 70400 30100 B3 ROO 12400 196 700
{(10.0%) (B.2%) (8.1%) {7.6%) (B.7%) {6.9%)¢
B} No £35 200 335600 944 600 151 400 2 086 800
(30.0%) {91.8%) C (92.4%) (91.3%) (93.1%)
o ) ) - feontinued)
2
o - 38
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Lo Weten Brares &

Frity Azads belwesn the

Suramary, Table 204

39

(]
W




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

p
yv. Lomparing tha head
i f a7 14 ) ,
ation ot family heads we see that the

al national population had similar

of Tamliy h2ads who nad completed some high school but had

not graduated. The percentage of family heads in the eligibie population

wno had completed high school but no post-secondary education was 19%

This characteristic is not as informative as it could be because
tho Census arbitrarily defines the male spouse as head of the family if
he is DFESEnti15 Among single heads of families, however, the percentage
of female heads was 10% higher in the poor family profile than in the near-
poor profile. Among all eligible families the percentage of single femaie

family heads was twice that in the national population.

——

aSee footnote 'b' to Table 3.3-1 for an explanation of the non-

comparability between the figures for all eligible familiés and the
national population regarding the 6th - 8th grade category.

= . .
19500 Documentaticn, Concept 80, pages 148-149.




3.3.5 :nggbiiiti,Limi;ing Work

Amang the total national pru1at1on 6.9% of all persons betwepn

the zges of 16 and 64 had a disability that limited their ability to work

ile 8.7% of the heads of eligible families had such disabilities, a
percentage slightly greater than in the total national population. Within
the four family profiles the heads of poor family with both spouséf present
had the highest percentage of disabilities lTimiting work == 10% -- which
was 2% higher than in other profiles and 3% higher than the percentage
“in the natioral population,

3.3.6 Family Size and Children Under 18

The average number of persons per family in the United States was
3.56 at the time the 1970 Census was conducted, while there were 4.84
persons per family among the total eligible population. For families in
the eligible population with both spouses present families had an average
of slightly over § members, while single-parent families, especially the
near-poor, were closer to the Dve%ai1 national average in size.

On the Dther,héndg among eligible families the average number of
related children was Véry close to the national average, being only 0.5
children greater. This indicates that the Targer average family size
among eligibie families as compared to the national population was due
to more persons in eligible families over 18 years old, and may well
include members of the extesded family (for example, grandparents) who
are in the upper part of the age distribution.

3.4 Housing COnd1t10ns and Costs for Eligible Fam111es by
Four Profiles

In this section we provide a description of the housing conditions
in which the eiiyi.» pemiiation Vived and how much such hauéing cost. In
addition, we provide a campériscn of housing conditions and_costs among
the four family profiles,all eligible families, and all housing units
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in the natiuhyjéi'Tng d15cu551@n of housing cand1t1ans and costs is based

)on Table 3. 4 T on- the fo11ow1ng page

’ 3;& 1~ Housing Costs

The data an thSﬁng costs presented in Table 3.4-1 are based on
Dn1¥gthdée fam11Tes ‘and heusing units that were in the rent un1verse17 at
the t1me Df the 197@ Census Gross mcnthiy rent refers to monthly contract
rent plus the averagexmonihly cost of utilities, whether included in the
rent or -paid for separata1y bv the tenant 18 At the time the 1970 Census
was conducted the average qrozs monthly rent for all rental housing units
in the nation was $110.00 per month, whereas the average gross rent for .

a all eligible families was $87 DD per month about $23.00 per month 1ess
than the national average. Among the four family profiles we see that
poor families paid about $83. 00 per month, with. near poor familigés paying
about $9.00 more at $92.00 per month /. ﬂgns1dered by themse]ves, these
figures seem "appropriate:" on the évé?@ge ﬁﬁar fam111es paid less for
rent than did near-poor families wha, int EUPﬂ, pa1d less for rent than
did the total national population of fam111e5 An theﬁrent un1verse But’
let us consider the relative cost of gpass rent for the e11g1b1e client

population as QOmpared to the nat1ona1 pppu1at1an in gener§1
L '\

Looking at gross rent. Jas a perceﬁt=of tota{ fam11y income 1n

Table 3.4-1 we see that famfilies in the e11g|b1€ c11éht popﬁ1at1ﬂn pa1d
a staggering percentage of their tot@l$fam1]y 1ncnma for hgu51ng, '
expecially compared to the total natTona1 popu1at10n Over 38% of the'
entire eligible population-paid 35% or more of the1r tcta] family income
for housing costs, while only 16.6% of the tDtaT nat1ena1 pru1at1on
incurred such a relatively high cost for hou51ng Inspection of;the T
data for each of the four profiles 1nd1cates that nou51ng gosts h1t the,

Y

iéwe use all housing units in the nat10n rather tﬁan ‘housing Tea
conditions for all families becausa/campar1b]é*igfaﬁmatLon is nqgaéva1lab1er
for families from published CEQ§5§ documents, with, thefeéfept1ons noted:1n

the footnotes to Table 3.4-1.
17

See footnote 'a' to Table 3, 4 1
18

e

See Documentation, Concept 167’ pgge% 156 167.
o ) ) o
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TABLE 3.4.1

Housing Conditions and Costs for Eligible Families in Each of
4 Family Profiles, Far All Eligible Famihas, and For
All Families in the United States

e _ FAMILY PROFILE TYPE _ | ALLELIGIBLE | ALL FAMILIESIN

CHARACJERISTICS

___POOR__

NEAR-POOR

~ Singie
Parent
(365 700
Families

Both Spousss
Preient
(1 028 400

_Families)

Single
Parent
(163 800
Families)

FAMILIES
{2 263 500
Eamilies)

THE
UNITED
ETATES

(51 168 589
Familigs)

Rent

1. Average, Gross Monthly

584 @
{n =194 400)

g911
{n =311 100}

$92 #
{n =70 200)

s110b

2. Gross Rent as Percent of

Tozal Famuly income

a) Less than 20%

. bl 20-24%

¢} 25:34% -

115 BOO

(52.1%)

14 200
(8.4%)
14 500
(3.5%)
29 300
(17.2%)
112 000

63100
(20.2%)
69 900
(22.6%)
49700
(15,@"—1")')

294 700

138.1%)

7852 134 |
[56.2%)
1889 218
{13.6%)

1845678
{13.3%)

5.07

4.34

4.87

Roam

a) .50 or less

b).51-.75

¢) .76-1.00

d) 1.01-1.50

g) 1.51-2.00

f) Mare Than 2.00

85 100
(12.1%)
140700
(15.9%)
212 000
(30.0%)
168 600
{23.9%)

72 400
119.8%)
B5 100
{23.3%)
106 600
(29.1%)
63 400
(17.3%)
25400
(6.9%)

12 BOO
(3.5%)

85 500
(8.3%)
214100
(20.8%}
394 300
(38.3%)
262300
(25.5%)

58600

(5.7%)

13 600
(1.3%)

45 100
(27.5%
46 BOO
(28.6%)
44 500°
(27.2%)

288 100
(12.7%)
486 700
(21.5%)
757 400
{33.5%!
513 800
(22.7%)

1568 900
(7.0%)

31729805 9
(50.0%)
14 416 343
122.7%)
12 238 575
(19.3%)

3781905
(6.0%)

£ Number and F‘{zﬂzer;at of - - - 7‘:; - ,777
Families Without Complete 102 100 52 600 67 000 11 300 233 000 2972118°
Private Kitchen Facilities {14.5%) (14.4%) (6.5%) (6.9%) {10.3%) {4.4%)

6. Number and Percent of ) -
Families With NO Piped 141 100 £9 100 103 500 14 200 327 900 3109013°¢
Hot Water (20.0%) (18.9%) (10.1%) (8.7%) (14.5%) (4.6%)

7. Number and Percent of o I S - T
Families with NO Flush = - N ,
Toilet, or NO Private Flush 137 000 60 600 102 800 12 400 312 800 3217601° -
Toilet' (TE_!ié%) (16.6%) (10.0%) {7.6%) . (13.8%) (4,8%)

B, Number and Percent of - | o S i '

Families With NO Bathtub or ;
Shower, or NO Private Bath- 141 700 69 900 106 500 14 100 332 200 3660174 °
tub or Shower {20.1%) {19.1%}) (10.4%)} (8.6%) (14.7%) (5.4%)

8 Number and Percent of ) ’ N
Families With NO Telephone | 277 000 136 900 292 800 42 600 748 300 8033628
Available {39.3%) {37.4%) . (28.5%) {26.0%) {33.1%) (12.7%)

10. Number and Percent of

Families "Vith NO Dishwasher

642400
(91.0%)

00000
{93.0%)

939500

(91.4%)

(91.6%)

2071900
(91.5%)

RIC
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TABLE 3.41

Housirg Conditions and Costs far Eligible Families in Each of
4 Family Profiles, For All Eligible Families, and For
All Families in the United States '

o ) FAMILY PROFILE TYPE _ ALy ELIGIaLE | ALL FAMILISSIN
e FOOR R FAMILIES THE
Aoth Spouses | Both 5 ”"' i2 263 500 UNITED
Proseot Fresent Familins) ( STATES
R . * 1705 £00 C 11028 400 51 168 599
7Eﬁ’?HACTER|Sj"CSV . __ Familiex) __Families) Families) N b Families)
1. Nuimber and Perernt of 49 200 a0 44 300 7 200 130 900 28528141
Families Wit NO TV, (7.0%) {(8.3%) {4.37%] {4.4%) (5.8%) - {4.5%)
12. Number and Pereent of - - I ) - o
Families That NOT h 469 700 247 B0O 628 100 99 700 1440 300
Receive UHE T.V. Signals” {66.6%) (66.4%) (61.1%) . (R0.9%) (63.6%)
713, Number arlrﬁiilﬁF'Echnt ['1{ - T N o - o .
Families With NO Battory 251 200 158 700 289 400 54 500
Operated Raclf {35.6%) {A3.47%} {(28.1%) {33.3%)

ER o P . _ - L N PR R B = SR o . e N T T
The average grass.manthly rent is baseid an thase famidies inthe rent un 3. Exglurled are thase faimuhies wha own theie Bausig st rent withont eash rent,

of live in ane-family houses an places of 10 acres or mare. The number of fam usred 1 estimating the average for sach prafile and foe all eligible families 5 shawn

i the table  See Docinentation, Coneept 167, page 166, ared Varishle H34, page 57,

P2z on 5 9,018 hm:siﬁtjlmi!s.-u.g, Rureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, Geoeral Social arf Economic © arac teristics, Final Repiar i,

FC{1)-C1, Unitedd Statis Summary, Talie 95, pp. 1100,

EBased on 63,449,747 houschalifs. U.5. Bureau nf the Census, Ceasus of Papulatian: 1970, General Popidaton Chars feeisties, Final Rerssrt, PCI1)-A1,
Uiviteid S1ates Summaiy, Table B4, pp. 1278,

terstics, Final Aeport,

Ugased on 63,445,197 occupird hansing uiits, U.S. Bureau af the Cansus, Census af Haousing: 1970, Defaled Housing Chasr
HC{1}-B1, United States Sumimary, Table 30, pp. 1.782 .

FRased on 67 699,084 vrarraund bonsing units. Dretailed Housing Chieae ievistics, Tabde 28, pp. 1-700.

'Baéed an 63445192 occumed housing units, Detailed Heusing Charactedistics, Table 29, pp. 1-280.

T8ased on 63,446,641 accupind housing units. Detiled Housing Characterstics, Table 24, pp. 1.754,
hTh«s inclurles Tamilies with no TV set as well 33 famnilies that have TV sets that are not etuiipped to recrive UHF signals.

N . o LN o . . - . _ _ .
'Computed an the basis of 13,895,577 rental units accupind by families on data presented in WS, Burrau of the Censis, Censis of Population 1070,
Subiject Aeports, Final Report PCI2)- 9A, Law Income Population, Table 36, p, 410,

i
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poorest families hafdest} Nearly 56% of poor single-parent Fami1iés paid
35% or more of their total family income for gross rent, as did about

52% of poor twg-spouse families. Among the near-poor, about 25% of
single-parent families and 16% of two-spouse families paid 35% or more of
their total family income for rent. Figure 3.4-1 on'the following page
graphically illustrates these relationships.

Consider ﬁhe“reTative cost of renting incurréd by the.eligible
population from a slightly different perspective. A rule of thumb that '
is frequently applied by real estate firms and mgrtgagé institutions is
that housing payments should not exceed 25% of gross total incam;,bar
the cost of housing will pose a serious finanical strain. Among ti -
total national population of families-in the rent yniverse in 1969, .
approximately 30% were paying more than 25% of their gross income for rent,
while over 58% of all eligible families were exceeding the: "25% rule-of-
thumb." Within the eligible group over 83% of poor, single-parent families
were in this siguétion, along with 69% of poor two-spouse famili- 5, 39%
of near-poor besspouse families, and 55% of near-poor single-parent
families. In terms of the "25% rule-of-thumb" the high relative cost of
rent for the eligible population as well as for those who pgid 35% or
more is graphically depicted in Figure 3.4-1. o

The burden that housing costs place on the rural poor should be
considered within the context of the. adequacy of the housing units. )
Referring again to Tab]e 3.4-1 we now examine the adequacy of the housing

in which the eligible population Tived. '

3.4.2 Adequacy of Housing Units

In the United States as a whole, there was an average of 3.71
persons per housing unit in 1970 and 50% of the population Tived in
dwelling units in which the persons-to-space ratio was 1/2 a person per
room or less. In the total eligible population there was an average of
4.87 persons per housing unit (nearly 2 persons more than in the national,
average), and fewer than 13% had,énoﬁgh space that there was 1/2 a person
or less per room. Put differently, in the nation as a whole only 8% of
the housing units were occupied By more than one person per room, but

45
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ALL RENTING FAMILIES ] )
IN THE UNITED STATES
ALL ELIGIBLE FAMILIES
WHO ARE RENTING
POOR TWO-S5POUSE-
ELIGIBLE FAMILIES
POOR SINGLE-PARENT
- ELIGIBLE FAMILIES
NEAR-POOR TWO-5POUSE
ELIGIBLE FAMILIES
NEAR-POOR SINGLE-
PARENT FAMILIES
‘ ——i — t—————t ;
0% 10% 20% 30% 49“:’%_ 50% E»D“é
[ ] 2s%0R mORE
[T 3s% or ore
Figure 3.4-1
Percent of Families in the Rent Universe in 1969 whose Gross Rent was 25% or More
and 35% or More of their Total Family Income, by All Eligible Families, Each of 4
Family Profiles, and All Families in the United States in the Rent Universe
i
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among eligible families 32.3% lived in housing units in which there was
more than one person per room. The eligible popu?aﬁjgngﬁpn the average,
clearly lived in more crowded housing than did the population as a whole..
If this was the case, the qﬁesti@n'that next arises is, "Was the quality
oFithe\housing in which the eligible population 1ived comparable to thg
housing of the rest of the nation?"

Turning again to Table 3.4-1 we find that without exception, when
compared to all housing units in the nation, a higher percentage of the
housing in which the eligible population lived was lacking basic equipment.
Also, without excepkicn, poor families were somewhat worse off than near%
poor families in terms of basic housing conditions.

» Over 10% of eligible families either had incomplete kitchen

facilities or shared their kitchen with another family. Over 14% of

eligible families had no piped hot water, nearly 14% either had no flush
toilet or had a flush toilet they had to share, nearly 15% had no bathtub
or shower or had to share the one to which they had access, 33% had no
telephone available, 92% had no dishwasher, 6% had no TV, and 33% did not
have a battery operated radio. Nearly 64% \1nc1uding those who did not
have a téTevisian set) could not receive UHF television signals (the type
broadcast by the ATS 5ate]11te3) !

‘Much of the h0u51ng in which the e]ig1b1e popu1at1on 11ved was

define m1n1ma11y ac¢eptab1e hous1ng standards. Yet such hDus1ng (when
rented for cash) cost only $23.00 a month less than the national average
and consumed a very high percentage of the total family income of eligible

families.

3.5 Employment Characteristics of Heads of E11g1b1e Fam111es by
Four Profiles

In the preceding sections we described the basic demographic
character13t1cs of the p11g1b1e population of fam111es and the housing
conditions in which they live. We turn now to an exam1nat1on of the
employment chara%teristics of the heads of eligible families. The
following discussion is based on Table 3.5-1 below.
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37



O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Table 3.5-1
Employment Characteristics of Heads of Eligible Families in Each of 4 Family
Frofiles, for All Eligible Families, and for Heads of All Eamilies in the Unitad States,

_FAMILY PROFILE TYPE

ALL ELIGIBLE

ALL FAMILIES N

S POOR [ T NEaRPOOR FAMILIES u;;"é@
“Both Spouses | Gingle ~| Both Spouses Single (2 263 500 it
Present Parent Present Farent Famihes) (;IT%EEESQQ
-~ Bl ET e {705 600 (365 700 (1028 400 {163 BOD ! =L
iCHARQETEf”VST[;S . Familres! | Families) Families) ~ Families) - Families}
1. Employment Status of
Family Heads .
ai Emoloyed 615 BOD 177 304 966 800 125 200 1 885100 400910 8gs&e
(87.3%] {48.5%) {94.0%) (76.4%) (83.3%) (80.04%)
Bl Mot Employed 33 600 20900 ] 31700 7 000 93 200 1097 634
(4.8%) (5.7 (31% (4.3%) (4.1%) {2.1%)
: ¢} Notin Lavor Force 58 200 167 805 23 900 31 G600 285 200 9 160 080
(8.0%) (45.8%) {2.9%) (19.3%) (12.6%5) {17.9%)
2. Number and Percent of ) ) o i
Family Heads Who Worked
and Did Not Work During
the Previous Year N {n = 358937 081)
a) Did not.work during the 43 300 143 800 ' 2100 21500 220 700 7276 2818 b
previous year (6.1%) (39.3% P i1.2%) (13.1%) (9.8°¢) 114.4%)
bl Worked during the 862 300 221800 © 1016 300 142 300 | 2 042 800 28 660 800
previous year (93.9%] (60.7 w1 (95.8%j (8G.9%:!} {80.2%]) (B5.6%)
3. Number and Percent of f
Family Heads by Num: ‘
ber of Weeks Worked
During Previous Year
a) 13 weeks or less 43 500 46 BOO 16 300 10100 117 700
(6.6%) {21.1%) {1.6% A{7.1%) (5.7%) 2 650 738
b) 14 - 26 46 200 38 800 34 300 10 600 129 500 (6.2%)
' (7.0%) (17.5%) . (3.4% (7.4%} (6.4%) .
€} 27 -39 65 700 33100 67 000 13800 179 700 2 086 380
{9.9%) (14.9%) {6.6%) (9.8%}) {8.8%) (4.8%
d) 40 - 47 G0 900 19 400 86 300 14 100 180 700
(9.2%) (8.7%) (8.5% (9.9%) (8.8%) 5 766 B31
e) 48 - 49 43 300 9300 | 63 400 9100 125100 (13.4%
(6.5%) (4.2%) (6.2% (6.4%) (6.1%})
f} 50 - 52 402 700 74 500 749 000 84 500 1310700 32579 275
, {60.8%:! {33.6%) (73.7%) {59.4%) (64.2%) {75.6%)

4. Number and Percent of Em-
ployed Family Heads Who
Worked and Did Not Work
During the Reference Week

) Did not work during

(n=1016 300)
|

(=142 300)

{n=2042 800} |(n = 28 660 800) "

RIC
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reference week 75 800 50 300 119 400 % 21400 266.900 668 396"
: (11.4%) (22.7%) (11.7%) (15.0%) {13.1%) . (2.3%)
b) Worked during reference
week 586 500 / 171 600 896 900 120900 17758900 27 992 4044
(88.6%) (77.3%) (88.3%) (85.0%]) (B6.9%) (97.7%)
S.VNruﬁ:‘EEl‘ of i:léLrs Waorked by - -
Employed Family Heads at
Work During the Referénce ] . .
Week {n =586 5001 | (n: 171 600} (n = 896 900} {n=120900) {n=1775900)| (n=27992404h
al 1- 34 hours 84 500 - 55 800 83 200 72 300 245 900. 2 465 1460
 14.4%) | (32.5%) (9.3%) (18.4%) (13.8%) (8.8%)
b) 35 .40 hours 228 700° ! -.B2600 386 900 70100 768 300 13 860698
: 129.0%) o 14B.2%) (43.1%]) (58.0%) (43.3%) {49.5%)
"¢l 41 - 48 hours 85 100 17 300 162 800 14 600 279 800 5433 575
(14.5%) (10.1%Y (18.2% {12.1%) {15.8%) {19.4%)
d) 49 - 59 hours 59 200 8400 107 800 7 400 182 800 3277915 s
) (10.1%) (4.9%) (12.0%) (6.1% (10.3%) (11.7%)
" el 80 hours or mare 129 000 . 7400 156 200 6 500 299 100 2 955 070
(22.0%] (4.3%) (17.4%) (5.4%) (16.8%) (10.6%)
— - - o ) - - L f,r:;ammuéd!
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Table 3.5-1

Employment Characteristics of Heads of Eligible Families in Each of 4 Fan{ily

Profiles, for All Eligible Families, and for Heads of All Families in the United States

o _FAMILY PROFILE TYPE ALLELIGIBLE | ALL FAMILIES IN
— - __POOR ______NEARPOOR | FAMILIES
Hoth Spauses Single ‘Bath Spouses Single {2 263 500
Present Parent Present Parent * Families)
A - e {705 6500 {365 700 (1028 400 {163 800
C;H;E‘FEAE:T;HLSTIES _ Eamiheg) __ _Farmis b Farmilies] Families) e o
6. Class of Worker )
a) Private Co. Employee, etc. 441 800 249 700 699 600 . 118 400 1510 300 31857 2439
(62.6%) {68.3%) (68.0%P (72.9%) (66.7%) (62.3%)
b) Fed. Government 35 600 8900 B4 400 7600 136 500 2126 347
{5.0%) (2.4%) (8.2%) (4.6%) (6.0%) (4.2%)
¢l State Government 20 200 10 300 33 300 7200 71 000 1439332
) (2.9% (2.8%) {3.2%) (4.49) {3.1%) (2.8%)
d} Local Government 25 500 14 600 44 000 9 30. 93 400 2777922
(3.6%) (4.0%) (4.3%) (5.7%) {4.1%) (5.4%)
. e) Self Employed 168 600 13 300 163 700 8000 4 BOO 991
(23.9%) (3.8%) {15.9%) (4.9%) (9.4%)
f) Warking without pay -3 300 2 000 1000 400 67 275
{0.5%) {0.5%) (0.1%) {0.2%) e (0.1%)
gl NA, etc.® 10 80O 66 300 2400 11900 91 400 8 099 489
- (1.5% {18.1%) (0.2%) (7.3%) (4.0%) {15.8%)
7. Type of Occupation
a) Professional=Technical 35 600 14 BOO 54 500 9 000 113 900 5 968 308°
(5.0%) (4,0%) (5.3%) (5.5%) (5.0%) {11.7%)
b) Managers & Administrators 34 200 6 000 59 700 § 000 104 900 4 973 564
(4.8%) {1.6%) (5.8%) {3.1%) {4.6%) (9.7%)
c) Sales Workers 17 500 13 600 32 800 6 300 77 200 2 831394
' (2.5%) {3.7%) ) (3.9%) (3.8%) (3.4%) (5.5%)
d) Clerical 17 600 araug 39.000 26 700 125 200 3517 227
(2.5%) {11.5%) (3.8%) {16.3%) (5.5%) (6.9%)
e} Craftsmen 128 100 10 700 238 300 8100 385 200 8937 824
(18.2% (2.9%) (23.2%) (4.9%) {17.0%) {17.5%)
f) Operatives (Not Transp) 108 500 57 200 189 200 39 200 395100 5 546 251
{15.5%) {15.6%) (18.4% (23.9%) (17.8%) (10.8%)
g} Transport Operatives 58 200 4 200 92 900 3 800 159 100 2351028
{8.2%]) (1.1%) (9.0%) (2.3%) (7.0%) {4.6%)
h) Non-farm Labar 83 700 7 900 " 88 200 4 400 184 200 2031079
(11.9%) (2.2%) (8.6%) (2.7%) (8.1%) (4.0%)
i) Farmers/Farm Managers 100 300 4100 73 000 3600 181 000 1204 643
. (14.2%) (1.1%) (7.1%) (2.2%) (8.0%]) (2.4%)
j} Farm Laborers 55 000 12 860 41 600 2400 112 900 485 796
(7.9%) {3.5%) (4.0%) {1.5%) (5.0%) {0.9%) -
k} Service Workers— NP 34 700 80100 54 300 37 200 216 300 3122 464
Not Private (4.9%) (24.6%) (5.3%) {22.7%) {9.6%) (6.1%)
I} Private Household Service 200 33700 100 4400 - 38400 201633
’ : (.0%) (9.2%) (.0%) (2.7%) (1.7%) (0.4%)
mi NA, etc.! 20000 68 600 57 800 13 700 170 100 9997 380
) (4.3%) {18.8%) (5.6%) (8.4%) - {7.5%) {19.5%)
{continued)]
o L
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Table 3.5-1

Employmaent Characteristics of Heads of Eligible Families in Each of 4 Family
Profiles, for All Eligible Families, and for Heads of All Famiiies in the United States,

FAMIL

ALL FAMILIES IN

- ILY PROFILE TYPE ALL ELIGIBLE 4
~ _POOR ~ NEARPOOR FAMILIES U;rTEED
Both Spoutes Single ‘Both Spausss Single (2 263500 - =b
Present Farent Present Farent Famihigs} (ES1T’IAEZESS§5
- - . - {705 600 (365 700 {1028 400 (163 BOO E =k
CHAHAETEWR'ST@S Families) Families) | Famihes) Families) o Famihes)
8. Type of Industry
a) Agriculture, Forestry, 168 000 20100 130 200 7 100 325400 1 988 1419
Fisheries (23.8%) {5.5%) {(12.7%) {4.3%) {14.4%) (2.9%)
) ‘N"[ining 18 100 1400 25400 700 45 600 530714
(2.6%) (0.4%]) (2.5%) (0.4%) (2.0%) (1.0%)
c) Construction 88 500 4900 131 300 4 600 229 300 3 830687
(12.5%) 11.3%) (12.8%) {2.8%) {(10.1%:) (7.5%)
d) Manufacturing 162 600 64 600 288 300 45 000 560 500 12 658 643
(23.0% (17.7%) {28.0%) (27.5%) (24.8%) - (24.5%)
e) Transportation 41 900 8100 68 00C 4 700 122 700 35394
(5.9%) (2.2%) (6.6%) (2.9%) (5.4%) (6.9%)
f) Wholesale and Retail Trade 94 200 75 200 162 800 34 200 366 400 7 069 978
: (13.4%) (20.6%) (15.8%) (20.9%) (16.2%) (13.8%)
g) Finance, lasurance, Real 6 200 6 500 12 800 4 700 30 200 1762 059
Estate (0.9%) {1.8%) (1.2%}) (2.9%) {1.3%) (3.4%)
h) Business and Repair 21 900 3700 31800 2200 59 400 1400 380
Services (3.1%) {1.0%) (3.1%) (1.3%]} (2.6%) (2.7%)
i) Personal Services 10 BoO 53 000 15 800 12 400 92100 1065214
(1.5%) (14.5%) {1.5%) (7.6%]) (4.1%) (2.1%)
i} Entertainment Recreation 4 400 2 500 400 1100 13400 271787
{0.6%) (0.7%) {0.5%) {0.7%) (0.6%:} {0.5%)
k) Professionatl and Related 42 300 51 300 60400 27 700 181 704 4 491 135
Services " (6,0%) {14.0%) {5.9%) (16.9%) {B.0%) (B.8%:
I} Public Administration 16 700 5 800 38 500 5700 66 700 2673050
{2.4%) {1.6%) (3.7%} {3.5%) (2.9%) (5.2%)
mINA, etc. 30000 68 600 57 800 12 700 170100 9997 380
(4.3%) (18.8%) (5.6%) (8.4%) {7.5%) {19.5%)

3U.5 Bureau of the Census, Cemsus of Population' 1970, Vol |, Characteristics of the Fopulaton, Part |, United States Summary ~ Section 2, Table 262,

pp. 1-898,

Farees. - "

CCharsctenstics of the Population, Table 255, pp. 1.842.

SCharacteristics of the Population, Table 256, pp. 1-851,

BThese figures are based on 50,359,505 tamily heads 1n the civiban labor foree. Comparable figures could not be found for heads of farmilies in the Armed

2NA refers 10 person who never wor ked or persors not in the labor force who sither did not report the year they last worked of wha iast worked in 1858 or
earhier. See Documentation, Congept 97, page 154, and variabie P31, page 74

feee footnate e above and Documentation, Coneept 95, pages 152-153,

9.5, Buresu of the Census, Census of Population: 1870, Subject Reports, Final Repart PC(2)-84, LowInceme Population, Teble 25, p. 257.

higmpuiéd from U.5, Bureau of the Census, Cermus of Populauan: 1970, Subject Reports, Final Report PCI2)-6A, Emplayment Status and Work Ezperience’

Table 17, p. 202,

O
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3.5.1 Employment Status of Family Heads

At the time the 1970 Census was conducted 80% of the heads of all
families in the United States were classified as employed, 2.1% were
unemployed, and 17.9% were classified as not in the labor force. Ameng

than in the nation), 4.1% were unemployed (2% higher than in the nation),
and 12.6% (5.3% lower than the national rate) were classified as not in the
labor force. In terms of employment status in 1969 the heads of eligible
families do not appear to have been drastically different from the heads

of all families in the nation.

. Examining the number of weeks .orked by family heads during 1969
we find that in the nation as a whole 14.4% of family heads had not worked
at all, while only 9.8% of the heads of eligible families had not worked
at all. The percentage of heads of é1igib1é families not working at .
aﬁ] during 1969 was substantially lower than the national rate in the
both-spouses-present family profiles: 6.1% among poor families and only
1.2% among near poor families. The heads of poor single-parent families
(over 92% of whom. were Fema?e1? had an overwhelming rate of 39.3% who had
not worked at all during 1969.°Y On the other hand, 57.9% of the heads
of eligibie families had worked at least 50 weeks out of the year,
although this is a somewhat lower percentage than the 64.7% of all family
heads in the nation who had worked for at least 50 weeks during 1969.

Among the naticnal population of employed family heads only 2.3%
had not been at work at all during the reference week,z] while 13.1% of
the employed heads of eligible families had not been at work during that
week. Within the four profiles of eligible families heads of single-
parent families, especially those below the poverty line, had a noticably
higher percentage employed but not at work during the reference week. :

9see Table 3.3-1.

ZDAn interesting question (which we unfortunately cannot answer
with data currently available) is whether the increase in the implementation
and availability of day care for children in the last few years has reduced
this figure.

21The reference week was the full week prior to the day the Census
data were collected. See Documentation, Concepts 88 through 90, page 151-152.

Iy
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When we examined the number of hours worked by employed family

heads during the reference week we found that 43% of the heads of

eligible families had worked more than 40 hours, very nearly the same as
the 42% among all family heads in the nation. Within the four profiles

of eligible families there were pronounced differences in the percentages
of family heads working over 40 hours during the reference week. About
47% of the heads of two-spouse families had worked over 40 hours whereas
only about 21% of the heads of single-parent families had worked that

many hours. The most striking informaticn regarding the number of hours
worked is that nearly 17% of the heads of eligible families had worked

60 hours or more during the reference week (camparéd to about 11% of
family heads in the nation). Within the four profiles of eligible families,
22% of the heads of poor two-spouse families had worked 60 hours or more
.and over 17% of the heads of near-poor two-spouse families had worked that
many hours. Again, a very small percentage (about 5%) of.heads of single-
parent families had worked over 60 hours during the reference week.

Figure 3.5-1 on the following page graphically depicts the percentages of
family heads who had worked more than 40 hours and more than 60 hours

during the reference week.

3.5.2 Type of Employment of Family Heads

Referring again to Table 3.5-1, a large majority (66.7%) of heads
of eligible families were employees of private companies, about the same

“as in the national population: Over 13%, however, weré employees of

Federal, State or local governments. About 16% were classified as self-
employed, some 6% ﬁigher than in the national population. Among heads of
eligible families, about 6% less than among the national population of
famiiy heads were in professional, technical and kindred occupations, and
the same is true regarding occupations classified as managerial or
administrative. The percentage of heads of eligible families working as
operatives and laborers (both farm and non%Farm) was higher than among

the national population. For single heads of families there was a
pronounced Qver=representéti0n of heads of eligible families in occupations
classified as non-private household service erkérs (gbout 24% in the
eligible population as compared to 6% in the ﬁationa1 population). Among

42
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Figure 3.5-1

Percent of Family Heads at Work During the Reference Week for the 1970 ensus
Whao Worked 40 Hours or Mcre and 60 Hours or More During the Reference Week,
by All Family Heads in the United States, Heads of All Eligible Families, and each
Family Profile

43

ERIC ~ 03

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



& k&

poor families ﬂith both spouses présent there was a heavy over-represen-
tation in the Férmers/farmamanagers classification, where 14.2% of such
heads of eligible families were classified compared to only 2.4% in

the nat%ana1 population.

When we considered the type of industry in which the heads of
eligible families were!emp]oyéd there are few dramatic differences between
heads of eligible families 'nd others. As would be expected since
~eligible families reside in essentially rural areas, the most pronounced
difference was that over 14% of the heads of all eligible families were
in agriculture, forestry and fisheries industries, while only about 4% of
the national population of family heads were in these industries. Among
‘the eligible families we found an especially heavy concentration (nearly
24%) of the heads of poor families with both spouses present in these

industries.

3.6 Income ChafactEﬁistigs of Eligible Families and Family Heads
by Four Profiles ' '

In this section we discuss the income characteristics of eligible
families and heads of eligible families during 1969, the reference year
for the 1970 Census. The discussion is based on the data in Table 3.6-1

on the following page.

3.6.1 Family Income

Table 3.6-1 indicates that the average total family income from
all sources (including welfare) for all families in the United States was
$10,999 per family in 1969. During the same year, eligible families had
an average total income a?loﬁ1y $3,845. Among the four family profiles,
poor families were substantially worse off, with single-parent poor
families having an average total income of only $1,742 from all sources
and two-spouse poor families at an average of $2,543 for the year. Near-
poor famiTiéé had approximately one-half the national average for total
family income with $5,399 and $4,387 average total incomes for two-spouse

and singie-parent families respectively.
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saie rank-ordering for incomes of heads of

]C
averaye total family income. Among all eligible famiilies, the total income

of family heads accounted for 867 of the total income for the family,
while in the national population it accounted for 9% less, at 777 of the

When we consi . 2red only the ;irnin;g of the heads of families we
tound an interesting gible families had ‘earned
an average of 53,064 ted or 80% of the total
family income from al total national population,
however, heads of famili earned an average of $4,363 during 1969 --
only 51,299 more than heads of eliaibie families. Further, the 54,363
average earned by heads of in the nation accounted for only
69 of their families sources -- soma 11% less than
amuliy Lile eiigibie pupuiatian of tamilies. There were also striking
see Do Variables P37, P40 and P43; page 75, and .

Concept 104, pag Earnings are from all jobs (wages, salaries,
bariuses, commiss Lips ), and from farm and non-farn hu%iﬂé%?i
professional pra s and partnerships

[l
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sonirces. amounted to an.average of 2.3 of the total famﬂjf incone.

In addit 1nr to the above sources of ince

pived ar average of 395 during 19A€

"Other Sauréez“ includes interest, dividends, veterans' payments, p

R

insurance ‘benefits, alimony anc chiid support, etc.”  faain, heads

two-spouse tamilies received very 1itlle from this Caleygory ol i1cui

(550- far poor; 569 for near-poor). Poor single 2ived $144
near-poor single heads received an average of 5344,

“See Documentation, Cor répt 104.23, page 156 for the comple
15US d f1n1t1@n of the term.
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In
aopulation,

25 2 whole.

of the same
demographics, ncusing conditions and costis, employment, and income. e
shall not. howaver, group the eligible =.pulation into the four family

orofiles previously used.

Bacause the purpose of this report is to characterize and quantify
the population of families potentially eligible for family-based residential
career education programs similar to Mountain-Plains, we will group the
eligible populiiion according to geographic areas in the nation. 5ince
the size and char=cteristics of the eligible population may vary consic-
erably among various areas of the United States such a breakdown of the
information presented eariier should be .oful were replication of the
Mountain-Plains program to be considered in other regions of the nation.
Since funding of the Mountain-Plains Program has been considered by.the

01d West Economic Development Region, the geographic areas by wh1ch the

eligible population is grouped in this chapter are the U.S. Department of
Commerce Economic Development Regions.

The eight Economic Development Regions (EDRs) and the states that
comprise them are listed below and displayad in the map in Figure 4.0-1
on. the following page. Ue have had to approximate the geographic
boundaries of some of the EDRs bécauéé théy do not coincide with state
boundaries. Ve were constrained by the fact that in the state-based
Public Use Sample tapes used to generate the data for this report the
smallest identifiable geo-political unit is the state. The trade-offs
involved in approximating the boundaries of the EDRs involved are discussed

below, and the .approximated geographic boundaries upon which the following

.LK; | | 49
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d are displayad in Figure 4.0-2 below. The Economic

Developmeit Regions and their geographic boundaries (actual and as

approximatec in this report) are:

(7)

Pacific Northwest: includes all of Idaho, Oregon and
Washington. No boundary approximation is involved.
01d West: dncludes all of Montana, Wyoming, Nebraska,

Narth Dak@ta and South Dakota. No boundary approximation
i3 Indu ved,

Four Corners: includes all of Arizona, Colorado, New
Mexico and Utan. HNo boundary approximation i3 1nvolved.

i
L
i

~

o
<

Ozarks: 1includes all of Arkansas, Kansas, Louisiana,

Missouri and Oklahoma. HNo boundary approximation is

involved. ‘

New England: includes all of Connecticut, M ine,
Macsachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, and Rhode Island.
Rhode Island is not included in this report because the
confidentiality of data restrictions on Census data permits
neither the urban/rural nor the metropolitan/non-

" metropolitan distinction necessary to identify.rural

families for ‘the eligible population. We felt the state
to be sufficiently urban in nature that its exclusion
would not greatly under-estimate the number of eligible
families in the New England EDR, nor wou]d its exclusion
change the general characteristics of the eligible
population in New England.

Upper Great Lakes: 1includes approximately the northern
two-thirds of Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin.

The boundaries of this EDR were approximated by
including all three states in their entirety on the
assumption that the southern parts of these states,
being primarily metropolitan in nature, are essentially
excluded by the rural place of residence criteria for
eligible families.

Appalachian: includes parts DFfMigsiSSippig Alabama,
Georgia, south Carolina, North Carolina, Tennessee,
Kentucky, Virginia, West Virginia, Ohio, Pennsylvania,

‘Maryland, and New York.

In order to approximate the eligible population in the

' Appalachian- EDR, several trade-offs were necessary to

balance parts of states. .We included all of M1551551pp1
Alabama, Tennessee, Kentucky, West Virginia, Maryland,
North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia.
Coastal-Plains: includes parts of Florida, Georgia,
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia.
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5 had rﬁuthy equal numbers o

01d West, 104,600 families; Four Corners, 91,700 families, New England,

87,700; and Pacific Northwest, 82,200 families. Approximately 80% (or
1

.500) of all eligible families were living within the boundaries of

the eight Economic Development Regio

Examining Table 4.0-1 we found that the EDKs were auite similar
to each other and to the total eligibie population in terms of the
percentage distributions of poor and near-poor families (about 477 and

5375 respectively for all eligible families). HNeither are the EDRs

UT\

appreciab]y different from each other, or tne total population of e1fgib1e

families, in terms of the percentage distribution of single-parent
eligible families. Among all eliigible families 23.4% had single heads,
while among the EDRs 01d Vest had the Towest (17.6%) and New England had
the highest with 27.67.

The preceding brief characterization of the Economic Development
Regimﬂz in terms of their numbers and percentage diftributions of poor/

ear-poor and two-spouse/single-parent families has bepﬁ presented to

Drﬂvidé some comparabhility with the national level data used to create
the four family profiles used to structure the presentation of the dat.

in Chapter Three.

In the following sections of this chapter we present a description

of the eligible families in each Economic Development Region using the

6.4
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4.1.3 Education of Family Head

The EDRs differed substantially from each other in terms of the
number of years of schooling completed by family heads, and these
differences were most pronounced in the percentages of heads completing
8th grade or less and those completing more than 12th grade. The Pacific
Northwest and Four Corners stood out as having the lowest percentages of
family heads who had completed 8th grade or less (10.7% and 13.2%

completed more than 12th grade (24.7% and 24.9% respectively). On the
other hand, the Appalachian and Coastal-Plains regions had 25.1% and 24.3%,
respectively, of e1igib]é family heads who had completed 8th grade or less,

and about 8.8% who had completed more than 12th grade.

4.1.4 Sex of Family Head

Amorig all eligible families, 20.9% had female? heads. 01d West
had the lowest percentage (15.2%) of female heads, while the highest
percentages were in New England with 26%, the Pacific Northest with 24.8%,

and Coastal-Plains with 23.2%.

4.1.5 Disability Limiting Work

Among the total national population between the ages of 16 and
64, 6.9% had a disability that limited the kind or amount of work they
could do. Among the heads of all eligible families the figure was 8.7%.
Among the EDRs the percentages of family heads with a disability limiting
work were all quite similar (7.5% to 9.5%), with one exception: in the
Pacific Northwest 13% of eligible family heads had a work-limiting

disability.

4.1.6 Family Size and Chiidren Under 18

The average number of persons per family in the United States in
1970 was 3.56, and among all eligible families it was 4.84. Among the -

T

—

=

EQBEQBUSE of Census procedures female heads of familjes are by
definition heads of single-parent families. See Documentation, Concept
80, pages 148-149, -

69
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eight EDRs the Pacific Northwest had the smallest average family size
(4.67 persons per family), and the Upper Great Lakes region had the
largest with 5.25 persons per family. The Upﬁer Great Lakes also had the
Targest average number of related children under age 18, with 3.3 per
family. The lowest average number of related children per family was in
the Ozarks (with 2.71), as compared to an average of 2.87 for all eligible

families and 2.36 for all families in the nation.

4.2 Housing Conditions and Cost for Eligible Families by Economic
Development Regions :

In this section we provide a description, for each of the Econom1c )
Development Regions, of the housing conditions-in which the e119]ble
population Tived and how much it cost. The following discussion' of
housing conditions and costs is based on Table 4.2-1 on the folloiwng

page.

4.2.1 Housing Costs - , e,

Y

The data on housing costs presented in Table 4.2-1 are based on
only those families and housing units that é;e in the rent universe 5 :
Gross monthly rent refers to monthly contract rent plus. the aVerage monthly
cost of uti1ities, whether included in the rent or paid for sﬁearateiy by
the tenant. 26 Table 4.2-1 indicaféz that the average gross monih]y rent
1969, whereas the average for all e1.g1b1e families Was about 337;00 per
month, some $23.00 per month less than the national average. 'Aﬁang the 4
EDRs there was a substantial variation in the average gross rent paid by
eligible families. The Ozarks, Appalachian and Coastal-Plains regions paid
least, with an average gross rent of about $75.00 per month. On the high
cide New England, Pacific Northwest and the UREEP Great: Lakes rents
averaged over $100.00 per month, with New Eng1and highest at 5112 00.

These differences in housing costs may simply Feflect d1fferent1a1 costs,
of 1iving among the eight regions or they may be due to other unidentified

Factoqé. P
) 25See footnote 'a‘ to Table 4.2-1. ya
ZESee Documentation, Cencept 167, pages 166-167.
+ .
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] When we computed gross rent as a percent of-total family income for
those families in the FEﬂt universe, there were some rather dramatic
differences among the eight regions in terms of the percentages of families
paying more than 25%, and more than 35%, of their total family income for
rent. These percentage differences correspond very closely to the
,{fférences in the dollar amounts paid for rent. In the Pacific Northwest,
Four Corners, Upper Great Lakes and New England over.70% of eligible

{ sfamilies in the rent universe paid 25% or more of their total family
income for rent. 01d West was not far behind, with 71% of "its eligible
families paying that much for rent. The Ozarks region followed at 53%
and the Coastal-Plains and Appalachian regions were at 48% and 49%, .
respectiveTyi! Among the entire national population of families in the
rent universe only 30% paid 25% or moﬁe'of theif‘tata1‘fam{1y income for
rent. This was 45% lower than for eligible families in the Pacific
Northwest (the highest EDR) and 18% lower than among eligible families 1in
Coastal-Plains (the lowest EDR) .

4.2.2 Adequacy of Housing Units

In the United-States in 19/0 there was an average of 3.11 persons
living in each hDuQ1ng unit. Amang the population of eligible families
there was an average of 4.87 persons living in each housdpg unit. Among
the EDRs this number is quite ‘consistent, with the exception of the Upper
Great Lakes region, which had an average of 5.27 persons per housing unit.

. These figures translate directly into more crowded housing conditions for
- eligible families than for the rest of the nation,.as noted in Chapter
Three, although theregwas Tittle difference among the regions in terms
of the average number of persons per room in the dwelling units of
e1igib1e}fami]ies.
When we EDﬂS%dEFEd’thé absence of basic facilities in the housing
runits of eligible families, however, we did.find distinct differences
among the regions. A Subftantiaﬂiy’higher percentage of housing units
were without complete kitchen facilities, hot watér, flush toilets and
bathtubs/showers in the Ozarks, Appalachian and Coasta1 “Plains regions
than in the other EDRs. The Pacific Northwest' ‘consistently had the lowest

percentage of'housiﬁg units missing these basic features.
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When we turned to the less essential household equipment such
as_telephones, dishwashers and television sets, regional differences,
while still present were not as consistent. ' It is interesting that the

Qéarks, Appaiachian and Coastal-Plains regions, however, had subgtantiaTTyﬁ

higher percentages of eligible families who did not have a battery-

" operated radio in their homes.

goS
L

Employment Characteristics of Heads of E]1g1b]e Families by
Economic Development Regions

basic dem@graph1c Qharacter15t1c5 and hgu51ng conditions and costs for
the eligible population of families. We now turn to a ccmpariéoﬂ across
regions of the employment characteristics of heads of eligible families
at the time the 1970 Census was conducted. The following discussicn is
based on Table 4.3-1 on the following page. i

4.3.1 Employment Status of Family Head

At the time the 1970 Census was canduéted 80% of the heads of all
families in the United States were classified as employed, 2.1% were H
unemployed, and 17.9% were classified as not in the labor force. Among
all eligible families 83.3% of family heads were employed (3.3% higher
than in the nation), 4.1% were unemployed (2% higher than in the nation),
and 12.6% (5.3% lower than the national rate) were classified as not in
tﬁg labor force. In terms of employment status in 1969 the heads of all
ei%gibie families as a group did not appear to have been drastically
different from the heads of all famiTies in the ﬁaticn, although a
slightly higher percentage were employed, unemployed and .in the labor
force.

g 7 _

B When employment status was broken down by regions, however,
subsfantiaT variations became apparent. The 01d West region had the
highest percent of heads of eligible families employed (88.2%) and the .
Pacific Northwest had the lowest with only 76% employed. The Pacific

" Northwest and Four Corners had the highest percentages of heads of-
eligible families not in the labor force (about 17%, which was comparable -
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Table 4,3-1 .
ristics of Heads of Eligible Famies in 8 Ecanomice Davelopment
ible Families, and for Heads of All Families in the United States

Employment Char
Regions; for AllE

- ) ECONDOMIC DEVELOPMENT REGIONS

Four Uppes Great Orrarka New Appalzchian Coatal Alt Eligibla Al Familin
Coman Lakes ¢ Englard Flairs Familics L inuUs,
(91 700 (167 800 {291 700 {87 700 (531 300 {432 500 {2 363500 {51 168 553
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Pacifle
Northweit
T _ {82 200
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1. Employment Status ’ . .

a) Employed 62 500 . §2 360 73300 133700 - 241 BOQ 70 600 436G 800 373 000 1885 100 40910 Bas?

. {76.0%) {B8.2%) {79.9%) {B3,7%) (E;Q%) {B0.5%) (82.2%) (85.2%) (83.3%) (gﬂ.ﬁ%)

b) Not Employed 5600 3100 | 3600 7700 13 700 3400 23100 11400 93200 | 1097634
{6.8%) 13.0%) (3.8%) 14.9%) {4.7%) (3.9%) (4.3%) (2.6%) - 14.1%) - (2.1%)
¢} Not in Labor Force| 14100 9200 | 14900 16 400 38 200 13 700 71400 48 100 285200 | 9 160080
(17.2%) (8.8%) (16.2% | (10.4%) {13.0%) (15.6%) {13.4%) (11.1%) {12.6%) {17.9%)

p—

?:Numl;ér of Weeks B
Worked in Last Year .
8) No Work Last Year 9100 € 200 11400 13 000 29 500 10 300 §7 000 35600 2207040 7 276 28180
{11.1%) {6.9%) {12.4%) (8.2%} {10.0%) {(11.7%) {10.7%) {8.2%) (9.65%) £14.4%)

b) 13 Weeks or Less 7100 5300 4 800 8100 15 100 4700 25600 18800 116 700
(8.6%) ©o{BA%) {5.2%) {5.1%) {5.1%) (54%) | = (4.5%) T (4.3%) 15.2%) 7 650 738

€} 14-26 + B6O0 4 500 7300 8300 13700 6300 30 000 21600 129 200 (6.3%}
{10.5%) {4.3%) (8.0%) (5.3%) {4 7%} (7.2%) (5.6%) {5.0%} (5.7%)

d)27-39 i 8000 - 6 000 7100 11800 22200 7 500 4G 100 31800 " 179700 2 086 380
(9.7%) {5.7%} 17.7%) {7.5%) {7.6%) {3.6%} {8.7%) {7.4%) {7.9%) (4.1%)

€} 40- 47 6100 § 600 5700 10700 25700 5 800 48400 35500 180 700
(7.4%) (5.4%) (6.2%) |- (6.8% (8.8%) (6.6%} ° (9.17%) {8.2%) (8.0%} 5 766 E31

i} 48- 49 x 4600 3500 5600 7000 16 000 3800 30900 30 500 125 100 {11,5%)
(5.6%) 13.3%) (6.1%) (4:4%) (5.4%) {4.3%) (5.8%) (7.1%) 15.5%)_

gl 50- 52 38700 73 500 49 8OO 98 500 171500 49 300 293300 258 700 1310790 32579 275
: {47.1%) {70.2%) {54.3%) (62.7%) (58.4%) {55.2%) (55.2%) {59.8%) {57.9%] (G4.7%)

3. Number and Fercent
of Emplayed Heads
of Families Who
Worked and Did Net
Waork During the
Reference Week
a) Worked 58 400 87 200 67 BOO 127 3200 228 700 64600 420100

. {80.7%) (88.6%) (84.4%) {87.9%} 456.6%) {83,5%) {BB.5%) (87.7%) {86.9%)

(n=72 JEQ)‘J {n = 92400} | {n = 80300} | (n= 144 BOOK {n = 254 200} (n= 77 400) | (= 474 300} (n = 296 000)| {n = 2042 800] (n = 28 600 800)

348 000 1775900 |27 922404
{97.7%)

b} Mat st Work .

During Reference 14 000 11 200 12 500 17 500 35 500 i2 800

Week (19.3%) {11.4%} (15.6%) {12.1%) {12.4%) {16.5%) {11,47%) (12.3%)

o - ) ) feontinued)
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""u]
(W

\‘1 ‘ .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Tabls 4.3-1
Employment Characteristies of Heads of Eligible Families in 8 Economic Develapment
Regions, for All Eligible Famllies, andTor Heads of All Familiss in the United States
E

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REGIONS

oid Four Upper Graat Ceacki New Appalachian Caaital
Weit Carnsn Lakss England Piaing

{104 605 {91 700 {157 ao0 1293 700 (87 700 1531 300 (432 500

Familiei) Farnilist) Familiet) Families) Families) Famifint) Familiail

CHARACTERISTICS

4 Number én’;d Fercent of - o
Employed Family Heads
at Wark During the
Helerence Week

a) 1-34 Houns 8600 9800 8830 16 700 31900 gz200 60800 50 500 245900 | 2485 146
(14.7%) (11.2%) (13.0%} (13.1%} (14.0%) (14.3%) (14.5%) {14.5%) (13.8% | (8.8%)
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€) 41 - 48 Hours - 7700 12 200 10 650 17 0G0 40 000 13 000 63 000 57 700 279800 | 5433575
. (13.2%) (14.0%) (15.6%) {13.4%)} {17.5%) {20.1%) {(15.0%) {16.6%) (15.8%) (19.4%)
d) 49 - 59 Hours 6400 10 80O 8300 -14 800 22 700 7 000 38200 | 34500 182800 | 3277915
{10.9%) {12.4%) {12.2%) (11.6%) = ! (9.9%) (10.8%) © . 19.1%) 19.9%) (10.3%) {11.7%)
€) 60 Hours or More 12 600 33 600 11 900 35 400 40 300 9 000 51 200 33600 | 200100 | 2955070
(21.6%) (38.5%) (17.6%) {27.8%) {17.6%) {13.9%) (12.2%) {9.7%) {16.8%) (10.6%)

—t ——

i Cl%i of erk;f N
a) Private Co. 531600 52 600 32 800 94 BOO 80 200 £0900 379300 310000 1510300 | 31857242
Empjoyee, ete. (65.27%) . | (50.3%) (57.7%) (60.1%}. (64.8%) {69.4%) {71.4%) (k;?%) {66.7%) (62.3%)
b} Fed, Government 5500 7 500 9900 6 900 17 100 G400 20700 29 200 136 500 2126 347
- / {6.7%) (7.2%} {10.5%) {4.4%) {5.8%) (7.3%) (%.9%;) (6.8%) (6.0% 4.2%)
e} Styte Geovernment 2700 " 2800 5200 kp: ] 9 000 1900 17 600 13 000 71 000 1438332
* - {3.3%) {2.7%} (5.7%) {2.4%) {3.1%) {2.2%) {3.2%) {3.0%) (3.1%) (2.B%}
d) Locol Gevernment . 3100 .+ | 3800 6300 "'5700 12 600 3800 19 500 15 700 93 400 2777822
» {3.8%i (3.5%) (6.9%) {3.6%) {4.3%) [y 3] 3,7 (16%) - {4.1%) (5.4%)
e) Self Emploved 14 300 35 200 11800 42 100 50 000 10700 g8 aér;‘ . | 48820 354 200 4 800 221
{17.4%) {33.7%) (12.0%) (28.7%) (17.0%) {12.2%} (’11313) {11.2%) (15.8%] 18,4%)
1l Working Without 300 200 100 400 1200 200 1300 1 300 § 700 . 67273
Pay {0.4%) {0.2%) 0.1%) {0.3%) {0.4%) {0.2%) (0.2%) {0.3%) (0.3%) C{0.a%)
g} NA, etc.® 2700 2500 5400 4160 13 600 350 27500 14700 91 400 8099 489
(3.3%) (2.4%) {5.6%) §2.6%) (4.6%) {4.3%) (5.2%) {3.4%) {4.0%) {15.8%])

_ R - — . — — - 7f;gé:rﬁagi)
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Table 4.3-1
Employment Charactaristics of Heads of Eligibla Families
Regions, for All Eligible Families, and for Hoads of All Famil

Ezanomie Development
in the United States

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REGIONS
Pacific Four Upper Graat Ozarks New Appd’ééh!aﬁ Coastal
Northweit Corners Lakes England Plaing miline in
(82 303 (a1 700 {157 &od {293 700 (a7 700 {531 300 {432 500 {2 263 500 {51 1648 58
CHARACTERISTICS Familiss} Familis) Familigz) Famiha) Familigs} Eamilizs) Familigs) Famiilies}
§, Type of Occupation
a) Frofessional & 5100 4 800 8100 8600 13 900 6 400 23600 16 600 113900 5 968 306°
Tech. (6.2%} {4.6%]) (8.8%) {5.4%) (4.7%) (7.3%) {4.4%) (3.8%) (5.0%) {(11.7%)
b) Managers & 5100 5300 6 000 82300 15 600 4706 20 900 18 400 104 900 4 973 564
Adm, (6.2%} {5.1%} {6.5%) {5.3%) {5.3%) {5.4%) {3.9%) {4.3%) {4.6%) (9.7%)
c) Sales Workers 2300 4300 3200 5800 10 200 3700 16 BDO 13400 77 200 2831394
{2.8%) (4.1%) {3.5%) {3.7%) {3.5%) {4.2%) {3.2%) (3.1%) {3.4%) (5.5%}
dj Clerical 6 200 4 80O 6300 8000 14 DOO 6700 27 800 20400 125200 36517227
{7.5%) {4.6%) (6.9%) {5.1%) {4.B%) {7.6%) (5.2%) (4. 7%} {5.5%) (6.0%)
) Craftsmen 10 300 14 400 12500 , | 25600 52 500 17 760 100 400 76 800 385 200 89037 824
{12.5%) {13.8%) {13.6%) .. (16.2%) (17.9%) (20.2%) (18.9%) (17.8%) (12.0%) (17.5%)
f} Operatives 11200 10 000 11000 27100 45°600 13 900 109 700 88 800 385103 554G 251
{nat tranzp) {13.6%] (9.6%) {12.0%) (17.2%) {16.5%) {15.8%) {20.6%) {20.5%) {17.5%) (10.8%)
g) Transport Opera 4 900 4 400 5300 8900 21 0 6 600 45100 30700 159 100 2351028
tives C{6.0%) {4.2%) (5.8%) {5.6%) {7.2%) (7.5%]) (8.5%) {7.1%} {7.0%)} (4.6%)
b} Non-farm Labor 9 400 5 E00 5800 10 900 23100 5700 47 700 39 100 184 200 2031079
{11.4%) (5.1%) (5.4%) 6.9%) {7.9%) {6.5%) {9.0%) (9.0%) (8.1%) (4.0%)
i} Farmers/Farm 6 200 27100 5700 27 600 25100 2700 28100 16 500 181000 1204 643
Managers (7.5%) (25.97%) {6.2%} (17.5%) {8.5%] (3.1%) {5.3%) {3.8%) (8.0%) {2.4%)
i} Farm Labarers 5600 6100 5100 4 000 13 600 2600 - 19 10C 28500 112900 485 796
{6.8%) (5.8%) (5.6%) {2.5%) {4.65%]) {3.0%]) {3.6% {6.6%) {5.0%) {0.9%}
K)Sarvice Workers ~ 9300 10600 12 400 14 200 25 700 B600O 45100 35700 216 300 3122464
NF | (TL3%) {10.1%) {13.5%) {9.0°%) {B.3%!} {9.8%) {B.5%) (H.5%) {9.6%! {6.1%)
1} Priv. Household \ 400 €00 600 1200 & 300 500 0700 12700 38400 201633
Serv, \ {0.5%) (0.6%! {0.7%) {0.8%) {2.3%) (0.6%) (2.0%} (2.9%) {1.7% (0.4%)
i - o o L o o o
mINA ete.! L 6206 6700 9600 78600 232500 7900 36 500 33900 170100 9997390
17.5%) {6.4%) 10.5% | (1.8%) {8.0%) (9.0%) | (6.9%) (7.8%) (7.5%) {19.5%)
frontinusd)

i
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Emplayment Ch
Regions, for All I

ibla Families, and for Heads of All Families in the United States

. .. ECOMNTMWIC DEVELOPMENT REGIONS
Pacille oid Four Upper Graat Orarki Nn\v Appalachian Coayal All Eligilils All Familiga
Marthwt West Coriers f.akes favd Flaing Farmilics u.s,
(a2 200 {104 600 {91 7¢0 {157 g00 {293 700 {531 200 1432590 ,, 2263500
CHARACTERISTICS Familin} Familins) Eaailies) Familiet} Familiey} Families) i Families)
B. Type of Industry f
a} Agriculture, Fores- 13 500 34 700 11900 32 700 42 200 7300 52 800 52 BOO . y 988 1419
sheric (16.4%) {33.2%) {13.0%) {20.7%) {14.4%) {8.3%) (9.9%) (12.2%) (2.0%)
b) Mining 300 2600 3000 1 600 7 900 16 600 5100 45600 530714
(.4%) {2.5%) (3.3%) (1.0%) (2.7%) 13.1%) (1.2%) (2.0%) (1.0%).
l-ﬂ Comstruction 5 300 6 200 8000 13 400 34900 0 0] 54 Zéﬂ 50 300 229 300 3830687
{7.1%) {5.9%) {8.7%) {B.5%} {11.9%) {11.4%) (10.2%) {11.5%) {(10.1%) {7.5%)
d} Manufacturing 17 200 9900 10500 42 400 63 BOG 23 800 166000 | 125400 560 500 12 56B 643
(20.9%) (9.5%) (11.5%) | (26.9%) 21.7% | 279%) | 31.2% | (29.0%) (24.8% (23.5%)
e) Transportation )
Communications 4 600 5100 4100 7 600 16 400 4 000 oo 22 000 122 700 35394
Other Utilities (5.6%) {4.9%) {4.5%) {4.8%) {5.6% (R A {5.9%]) (5.1%) {5.4%) {6.9%)
f} Wholesales & 17 400 21900 15 600 23 500 48 80C . o B1700 60 000 366 A0C 7 DB 878
_ Retail Trade {21.2%) (20.9%) (17.0%) {14.9%) {16.6%) {15.0%) {15.4%) (13.9%) | (16.2%) {13.8%)
o) Finance, Insurancs,| 1400 1200 2100 + | 1600 3700 1400 6 200 4700 : 1762059
Real Estate (1.7%}) - (1.1%) {2.3%) {1.0%) {1.3%) {1.6%) {1.2%} {3.4%)
h} Busines and 2900 2 600 2200 3 BOO 2100 1600 14 600 1400 382
Repair Servipes {3.5%) {2.5%) (2.4%) (2.4%) {2.0%) {1.8%} (2.7%) {2.7%)
i
i} Personal Services 2 900 3000 4600 4900, , : 20600 1055214
(3.6%) (2.9%) (5.0%) (3.1%9 ! (3.9%) (2.1%!
ji Entertainment 600 500 B0 360 ! 0 | 2100 271787
Recreation (0.7%) {0.5%) {0.9%} {0.2%]) boo.En {D.4%) {0.5%)
k) Professional and 6 800 .. 7500 12400 13 800
Relat=d Services {B.3%) [7.2%) {13.5%) (8.7%)
1} Fublie 2 600 2700 5 000 47043
Adminizgiration {3.2%) {2.6%) {6.5%) (3.0%)
miNA, ete. § 200 6 700 g 600 | 7
(7.5%}) {6.4%) (10.5%) {8.0%) l (9.0%)

FU.5. Burenu of the Census, Cemus of Population: 1970, Val, 1, Crarssteristics of the Fepufrticn, Fart 1, United States Remmaey — Saction 7, Tatie 262, pa, 1892,

Bhese figu=eg are baed o9 50,330,505 Ia=ily heads In the siviline tabor "oese, Comparable fipues could not ba feund for heads of familing in 192 Armad Forees,

CCharscteristics of the Pepulation, Trbls 353, &5, 1+

eriztics of the Populaticn, Teb'e 25
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" to the nation as a whole), while 71d West had the Jowest percentage (8.8%)
not in the labor force.

Examining the percentage distributions of number of weeks
worked by eligible family heads during 1969 we found that the regions
were for the most part quite similar. The Pacific Northwest, however,
had a substantially lower percentage of eligible family heads who worked
50-52 weeks during 1969 than the other region<, and 01d West had a
substantially higher percentage than other regions with over 70% who had
worked at least 50 weeks during 1969. |

The distributinns of number of hours worked during the 1970 Census
reference week were also quite similar across the regions. New England had
the Towest percentage of family heads working 40 hours or more during the '
reference week with 59.1% and the Pacific Northwest had the highest w1thv
68.4%.

i

4.3.2 Type of Employment of Family Head

; Among the heads of all eligible families 66.7% were employees afj
privaté companies. Across the EDRs only 01d West with only 50.3% of
heads of eligible families and Four Corners with 57.7%were substantially
different from the percentage for all eligible families as a group. In
the 01d West region 33.7% of heads were classified as sclf- -employed, whﬁ1e
"in the Four Corners region the difference was spread more evenly over self-
employment and employment by the Federal, State and local governments.
The Upper Great Lakes region also had a relatively high percentage (26.7%).
of family heads classified as self-employed. o
When we compare the typé of occupation of heads of eligible /
families among the regions we find some differing percentage distributions.
Four Corners and New England had the highest percentages of professional,
technical and kindred workers with 8.8% and 7.3% respective1y The

managers and administrators at 6.2% and 6.5% each. Sales wcrker;,

clericals and service workers not employed in private households were.

spread quite evenly across the regions. The regions were basically split

into two groupz in terms of their percentages of craftsmen. The Pacific
~
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Northwest, 01d West and Four Corners were low, with about 137. The rest of
the regions had closer to 18% of heads of eligigle families employed as
craftsmen.

01d West ranked lowest in percentages of operatives -- 9.6% not
in transportation and 4.2% in transportation, compared to-the highs of
20.6% non-transport operatives and 8.5% transport operatives, both in
the Anpa1achia% EDR. 0O1d West was highest in terms of farmers and farm
managers (25.9%), followed by the Upper Great Lakes with 17.5%. New
England ranked Towest with only 3.1% farmers and farm managers.

lhe EDRs may also be divided into two groups on the basis of
percentages of eligible heads in private household service occupations.
The Ozarks, Appalachian and Coastal-Plains regions respectively had 2.3%,
2.0% and 2.9% of eligible heads employed in Private household service

occupations. The other five EDRs had between 0.5% and 0.8% of eligible

family heads employed in this type of occupation.

In terms of the type of industry in which heads of eligible families
vere employed tﬁerewerea1sq distinct differences among the EDRs. 01d
West had the highest percentage (33.2%) employed in the agriculture,
forestry and fisheries industry, with the Upper Great Lakes next at 20.7%.
In all regions there was a substantially higher percentage of eligible
heads employed in thié'type of industry than for heads of all families in
the nation. Among all eligible heads 24.8% were employed in the manufac-
turing industry, and this percentage is quite similar across the regions
with two exceptions: 01d West and Four Corners were noticeably lower with
9.5% and 11.5% respectively. In the professional and related services
industry there was also quite similar representation across regions (about
8%) with the exception of Four Corners, in whfch 13.5% of eligible heads
were employed in this category.

There is little in the way of differences among the EDRs in the
percentages of heads of eligible families employed in the public
administration; entertainment and recreation; personal services; business
and repair services; finance, insurance, and real estate; whé1esa]e and

retail trades; and transpcrtation, communications and utilities industries.
80 .
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4.4 Income Characteristics of Eligible Families by Economic

Development Regions

In this section we compare the EDRs in terms of the income
characteristics of efigib]é families and heads of eligible families
duriﬁg 1969, the reference year for the 1970 Census. The discussion is
based on Table 4.4-1 on the following page.

4.4.1 Family Income

During 1969 the average total family income from all sources for
all eligible families was $3,845. There was not a great deal of variation
amon® the EDRs on this characteristic, with the Towest average family
income being $3,648 in the Ozarks and the highest being $4,186 in the
Upper Great Lakes fegian. This constituted a spread of $538 in average
total annual family income which, although it is not a large figure 1n/
dollar amounts, was 15% of the average total family income in the Ozarks.

Average income per family member among all eligible families was
$794 in 1969. Among the eight EDRs it ranged from a Tow of $774 per
family member in the 01d West to a high of $852 in New England, which
was $43-per family member higher than in any other region.

4.4.2 Income of Famijly Head

Am@hg all eligible families the average total income from all
sources for family heads was $3,301 during 1969. Across the EDRs, this
figure ranges from a lTow of $3,158 in the Ozarks to a high of $3,711 in
the Upper Great Lakes. The heads' total income from all sources constituted
between 86% and 89% of the total family income from all sources in each
of the regions with the except1an of Coastal-Plains, where it was 82%

Y ;

of the total family income.

When we consider only the earnings of family heads, as opposed to
total income from g11 sources, the picture does not change greatly.
Heads earnings as :\percent of family income ranged from a low of 77% in
the Pacific N@rthweét to a high of 82% in the Upper Great Lakes. In v
dollar amounts the earnings of heads ranged from a Tow of $2,907 in the
Pacific Northwest to a high of $3,423 in the Upper Great Lakes and 01d

West. )
81
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Income Characteristics of Eligible Familios and Heads of Eligibla Fa
of B Economic Davelopment fegions, {or All Eligible Famili
ited States

Table 4.41

Heads of All Families in tha Un

ilies in Ench

es, and for

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REGIONS
Pacific od Faui Ozarki New Appalachian Cortal Al Familim
Motthweat West Comeri Englznd Plaing in U.B,
o (a2 200 {104 600 (a1 700 {2931 700 {37 700 {531 300 {432 600 {2 763 500 (51 168 699
CHARACTERISTICS Families} Familiems} Farmniliss) Familim} Families) Familici) Families) Esmilies} F #5)
e — e e e - — — — —— s” = i — S ——— - —
1. Average Tatal Family ]
income for 1969 £3.778 £3,733 £31.814 4,186 $£3,618 $4,122 £3,837 £3,883 £3,845 $10,90970
2. Avﬁaéﬂ Income Per | o S - - - ) f )
Family Member ¥ 809 5 774 £ 798 5 797 $ 776 $ as2 $ 785 : 799 £ 791 $ 30927
3. Average Tota! Income i
Fram all Sources for $3,262 £3,771 £3,267 53,711 $3,158 %£3,582 $3,310 £31,187 $3,301 £ 85360
Heads in 1969 e -
1. Average, Head’s Total i
Income from ail 6% 88% 86% 89% 87% 7% 86% 82% B6% 77%°
Sources a1 Fergent of
Family's Total Income
i Averag&ifgitail Earnings - N af B o S B )
for Heads in 1963 £2,907 $3,054 £2,088 $3,423 $2,932 £3.271 2,000 £3.010 33,065 § 4,363%
i. Avcfagr;-ngag's Total . - - B B S o o S
Earnings a3 Percent 5 . -a . . - - e " i ©
of Family’s Total 77% 82% 78% 82% a0 7% B1% 0% BO% 69%
Income :
. Average [ncome for
Heads from Social ; 5 c ; ; . - ee i : e o
Sceurity and Railroad $ 43 3 42 $ 50 % &8 £ 57 F 5 £ 60 £ G0 s 56 MA
Retirginent
. Average iﬁ;ﬂ;e far -
Heads from Fublic $ 143 $ 6o $ 88 5 119 5 74 £ 148 $ 79 £ 47 5 0y rad
Assistanze or Wellare /
Averzoe Income lar / )
Heads from il ¥ 159 5 07 $ 143 1 5 95 3 112 g 78 7 g 70 5 95 nAad
Other Sources

Beomputed rom 1.5, Buresu of the Cenius, Census of Fornilation: 1970, Detailed Characteristics, Fingl Repary, F2{11D1, United

ble 250, p. 873,

FCamputed Irom U3, Bureau 97 the Census, Crnsus of Penulation: 1970, Subjre® Beports,

Singl Heport

= . sublished € tai timi i
“Tiwie data are nat penilabile [n published Cerqus data in 3 Torm wulficizntly eomparsble 1o be uielul,
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